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Preface 


The Jewish problem is one of the greatest problems 
in the world, and no man, be he writer, politician or 
diplomatist, can be considered mature until he has 
striven to face it squarely on its merits. (Henry Wick- 
ham Steed) 


The Messiah will not come until the tears of Esau 
have been exhausted. [from the Zohar, a central 
work of the mystical Kabbalah] 


The number of books devoted to the murder of Europe’s Jews during 
World War II has expanded enormously in recent years, as have articles 
devoted to that topic in the popular and scholarly press. Novels, movies, plays, 
and television docudramas dealing with the Holocaust have also attracted 
unprecedented audiences and widespread discussion. Trying to understand 
why Jews have been so hated has obviously been a central issue in this outpour- 
ing, and many books, movies, and television programs have explored the 
nature and history of anti-Semitism — perhaps too many, especially since a large 
proportion of these explorations have been characterized by disappointing 
intellectual standards and doubtful conclusions. Many are little more than pot 
ted, encyclopedia-style narratives, whereas others, more sophisticated in some 
regards, still lack penetration in striking ways. A large number might best be 
described as cries of pain or expressions of indignation rather than efforts to 
understand. 

An obvious and important example, from a somewhat earlier period but 
still widely read and influential, is Lucy Dawidowicz’s The War Against the Jews, 
which, whatever its overall merits, must be faulted for the dubious tenor and 
simplistic nature of its background chapters: As an impassioned recitation of 


1! Lucy S. Dawidowicz, The War Against the Jews, 1933-1945 (New York, 1975; roth anniversary ed., 
1986, with new introduction). 
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the evils of anti-Semitism before the Nazi period, those chapters may be con- 
sidered effective, but as scholarship, where balance and insight are the ideals, 
they fall short. Dawidowicz’s curtness and disdainful tone in dealing with the 
work of other historians — revealing an imperfect grasp of some of the issues, 
especially notable in her Special New Introduction to the Tenth Edition — is 
further cause for concern, given the very large audience she has reached and 
the esteem her book continues to enjoy, at least with the general public and 
outside the historical profession.? A recent and even more impassioned work, 
also widely read and acclaimed outside the historical profession, Daniel J. 
Goldhagen’s Hitler's Willing Executioners (New York, 1996), is far more ques- 
tionable and simplistic; he typically ignores, or is ignorant of, evidence that 
contradicts his by no means original reading of German history (that “elimi- 
nationist” anti-Semitism was embraced by most Germans and was the funda- 
mental cause of the Holocaust, against which other explanations have little 
significance). Goldhagen’s work might be described as a case for the prosecu- 
tion, but a major problem is that few serious historians would want to present 
a case for the defense, with all that implies about one-sided marshaling of evi- 
dence; history should not to be written in the same way that cases are pre- 
sented to a jury. 

Scholarly works dealing with the history of anti-Semitism as such, not simply 
as introductions to the Holocaust, have also appeared recently in large num- 
bers. Obviously, volumes of serious history can never aspire to the audiences 
drawn to more popular media, but some of those that have reached a wide 
audience, for example, Robert Wistrich’s Antisemitism: The Longest Hatred,} have 
suffered from defects similar to those in Dawidowicz’s work, prominent 
among them a tendency to a colorful and indignant narrative, accompanied 
by weak, sometimes tendentious analysis. In Wistrich’s case part of the prob- 
lem is ostensibly that The Longest Hatred was first conceived as the background 
narrative to a television series — almost always fatal to nuance and complexity. 
He has published a number of other works of distinctly higher scholarly and 
interpretive standards. Dawidowicz, too, has accomplishments to her credit 
that I would be the last to denigrate, especially when they deal with the Jews 
rather than the enemies of the Jews. Nonetheless both of these widely read 
works are symptomatic of important problems, ones that may be less promi- 


2 The overall and recently much enhanced sophistication of the field of Holocaust studies is not 
““Good Historw’ and Teaching the Holocaust.” Perspectives: 
American Historical Association Newsletter, vol. 31, no. 5, May/June 1993, 1-12. His own The Holo- 
caust in History (Toronto, Canada, 1987) is a model of scholarship, and even such efforts at 
reaching a popular audience as Ronnie S. Landau’s The Nazi Holocaust (Chicago, 1992) strike a 
disunctly different tone - more balanced, thoughtful, and less polemical - than Dawidowicz's 
book. 


the issue here; see Michael Marrus, 
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Robert S. Wistrich, Antisemitism: The Longest Hatred (New York, 1991). 
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nent now than when Dawidowicz’s work first appeared but that nonetheless 
remain — the enthusiastic popular reception of Goldhagen’s work suggests that 
they may even be reemerging.! 

A large yet delicate issue is at stake, in that efforts to assess Jew-hatred care- 
fully, as disunguished from impassioned descriptions and denunciations of it, 
are sometimes dismissed as dubious, even dangerous: Does such careful atten- 
tion imply a degree of “sympathetic understanding” for anti-Semites, tending 
toward excuses rather than condemnations of them? As Robert Jay Lifton, 
who published a work on Nazi doctors, has commented, “Psychological study 
in particular [runs . . .] the risk of replacing condemnation with ‘insights,’”® at 
least, so he was warned by friends as he began his stucly. 

The issue comes down in part to the purpose history is believed to serve. 
For many history is supposed to commemorate a glorious past, to honor their 
ancestors, or to rectify a previously unjust portrayal of those ancestors. On the 
Fourth of July, orators are not likely to dwell upon the defects of the Founding 
Fathers, and the goals of Black History Month are to honor famous or previ- 
ously unrecognized African—Americans; balance and penetration are not the 
main concerns, except in the sense that polemical corrections of earlier big- 
oted accounts point to a more accurate and equitable kind of history. Much 
writing on the Holocaust, and on anti-Semitism, is characterized by a kindred 
tone and similar goals, prominent among them to denounce anti-Semites and 
to assure that the sufferings of past generations not be forgotten — or that the 
lessons of the past not be lost. 

Most people recognize that one group’s vision of “what actually happened” 
in the past is not the same as another’s. One group’s unassailable facts are 
another’s slippery interpretations; one group’s official narrative is another’s 
erroneous rendition. Veterans of the front who claim a special understanding 
of war — beyond what scholars can achieve — must be listened to respectfully, as 
must the accounts of Holocaust survivors. Jews who have experienced anti- 
Semitism have an understanding of it that must be taken seriously by those 
who have not experienced it personally. But in none of these cases does direct 
experience translate into a monopoly on truth. Indeed, such experience 
sometimes is an obstacle to clear or fruitful thinking. Sacrosanct official narra- 
tives can, and often have, lead to new tragedies for the groups that stubbornly 
insist that their vision of the truth remain untouchable. 

There are certainly few topics more obdurate and tangled than the history 


4 Again, I must emphasize that there are a few highly praiseworthy studies of modern anti-Semi- 
tism. Subsequent footnotes will amply illustrate my debt to them. At the most general level, 
Richard S. Levy’s Antisemitism in the Modern World: An Anthology of Texts (Lexington, Mass., 1991) 
deserves mention not only for making available in English many previously nnavatlable texts but 
also for its unusually penetrating interpretive introduction. 


Cf. Robert Jay Lifton, The Nazi Doctors (New York, 1986), xi. 
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of anti-Semitism, few in which emotions and rationality seem to push so pow- 
erfully in opposite directions, few where insiders’ experience and outsiders’ 
ratiocination so agonizingly clash. Gavin Langmuir, in an erudite meditation 
on the nature and history of anti-Semitism as it emerged out of the Middle 
Ages, has remarked that “So long as memories of the ‘Final Solution’ remain 
vivid, the use of that special term of dark origin implies that there is some- 
thing unusually and uniquely evil about any serious hostility toward all Jews.”6 
Jews have survived over the centuries 1n part by a tenacious sense of the justi- 
fying themes of their history and their separate identity; any questioning of 
those themes is likely to encounter an angry, indignant rejection. At the same 
time, negative perceptions of Jews are deeply imbedded in the culture of 
non-Jews, and for many of them that separate identity is often puzzling if not 
offensive. For either group, what has been termed the noble dream of histori- 
cal objectivity may seem endlessly elusive. 

The ttle of this volume, the many-sided implications of which will be more 
amply explored in the next chapter, hints at just such questioning, particularly 
in terms of how the relations of Jews and non-Jews are to be understood in his- 
tory — and how realistic it is to hope that suspicion and hatred of Jews may be 
entirely banished if a separate Jewish identity is cultivated. A number of 
recently influential theoreticians have questioned the possibility of any histo- 
rian’s escaping the blinders of ethnicity, class, or gender. The ways that the 
older ideal of objectivity has been recently put into question have had a wide- 
ranging effect upon the way that history is currently written. This new variety 
of history, with its often crabbed and inelegant jargon (discourse, deconstruc- 
tion, decentering), has reemphasized the familiar truth already alluded to, 
that objectivity, which as a matter of liberal faith should be within the grasp of 
all educated observers, easily escapes even the most sophisticated and carefully 
trained. Indeed, in the case of such observers the problem is in some regards 
greater because of their unjustified claims to being free of bias. 

While I accept many of the points made by those who question whether it is 
possible to produce historical accounts untainted by ethnicity, class, gender, or 
many other blinding factors, I believe that there is still some point to writing a 
book like this — beyond simply offering one more opinion, as a kind of game. I 
retain an old-fashioned hope, in other words, that historical accounts can be 
so composed that differing groups will recognize them as at least partly valid 
and, more important, as contributing to a gradual process of mutual under- 
standing, however laborious and disappointing in the short run. It is no doubt 
sometimes difficult to identify areas in which legitimate and productive debate 
may occur (as in exploring how much an especially virulent form of anti-Semi- 
tism led to mass murder in Germany), as distinguished from debate that is 
unproductive, even morally offensive (as in whether or not there was a mass 


® Gavin Langmuir, Joward a Definition of Antisemitism (Berkeley, Calif., 1990), 314. 
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murder of Jews during World War II). Such issues arise in other areas, as for 
example, in the “creationist” challenge to the theory of evolution. However 
difficult, such choices must be made. 

Several years ago, in a study of three famous anti-Semitic affairs in the gen- 
eration before World War I, I set forth a number of theories about the nature 
of anti-Semitism.’ These were in no strict sense original; most built upon 
monographs and theoretical perspectives developed by a number of scholars, 
although I tied to synthesize materials from diverse sources and present them 
in a fashion that would reach a larger audience than works of scholarship usu- 
ally do. In the next several years, in a number of articles and public lectures, I 
offered a range of related interpretations. The positive reception of those 
efforts, both in the scholarly world and among a more general educated audi- 
ence, including students in the courses | have taught at the University of Cali- 
fornia at Santa Barbara, has encouraged me to expand upon them, although a 
few of the following chapters necessarily overlap chapters of that book. 

My efforts have also met with criticism, which I hope I will be able to 
address productively here, too. | face that task with some optimism since most 
of that criticism has been constructive and useful to me. My main concern is 
to offer a more penetrating and sophisticated analysis of the emergence of 
anti-Semitism in modern times. I avoid the presumptuous term “objective 
analysis,” for I do not claim to be impartial and uniquely judicious in areas in 
which others have failed to be, but I do hope that readers will recognize in 
these pages a different tone — and a more productive one — than is to be found 
in many if not most previous studies. 

The importance of Jew-hatred in the last hundred years is undeniable, the 
repercussions appalling. That I have devoted many years of study to anti-Sem1- 
tism underlines how important I think it has been and ts. Sull, assertions about 
the significance of Jew-hatred in modern history have sometimes been exag- 
gerated or crudely simplified, in ways that finally hinder rather than enhance 
our efforts to understand it. Similarly, the tendency to dismiss anti-Semitism as 
a bizarre hallucination, a fantasy of diseased minds, is undoubtedly justified in 
some instances but has also often been overdone and has thus hindered 
understanding, for Jews have been disliked for many reasons by a very wide 
variety of normal people, many of whom were neither emouonally unstable 
nor intellectually unsophisticated, and a few of whom were men and women 
of great ability (Wagner, Barrés, or T. S. Ehot, for example). It is far too easy, 
indeed, too reassuring, to describe anti-Semites as mentally deranged or 
morally flawed in all regards. The extent to which anti-Semitism was “normal” 
requires, in my opinion, a more serious and open-minded investigation, 
whether by scholars or the lay public. 


7 Albert S. Lindemann, The Jew Accused: Three Anti-Semitic Affairs, Dreyfus, Beilis, Frank, 1894-1905 
(New York, 1991, ppr. 1993). 
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The rapidly gathering interest in the Holocaust that has characterized the 
1980s and 1990s, an interest that certainly must be considered positive in 
comparison to the relative silence about it in the first decades after World War 
II, has not always had a healthy influence on historical understanding in a 
broader and more rigorous sense. In particular the temptation to see all of 
European history as somehow building inexorably toward that terrifying cli- 
max has produced some oddly skewed visions of the past. Carelessly expressed 
and poorly thought-through claims that the Holocaust, and by extension ant- 
Semitism, are utterly beyond understanding have further muddied the waters. 

Even in dealing with the history of the United States, where it is widely rec- 
ognized by scholars and the general public that hostility to Jews has been less 
significant than in Europe, the legitimate concern to point out how Jew-hatred 
has been ignored or downplayed by some historians has led to overstatements, 
to elaborate and detailed attention to anti-Semitic figures with few followers, or 
to events with relatively little significance.’ There has been, similarly, a ten- 
dency to evaluate pre-twentieth-century realities with late twentieth-century 
standards — indeed, to hold up utopian visions of perfect toleration and mutual 
respect against which all flesh-and-blood human beings, in whatever historical 
period, are easily shown to have failed. How we interpret history is always pow- 
erfully influenced by the concerns and values of our own age, but it is finally 
misleading and unjust to single out and indignantly describe, for example, the 
racism of nineteenth-century Germans (“proto-Nazis”) without recognizing 
how much beliefs in ethnic or racial determinism were the norm in most coun- 
tries and were to be found among oppressed minorities, Jews included, as 
much as oppressive majorities — were, in short, part of a shared intellectual 
world, a Zeitgeist — but did not lead to mass murder in every country. 

Similarly, expressing irritation with Jews, as a number of prominent Ger- 
mans did — and so did prominent figures, including Jews themselves, in nearly 
every country — is one thing; calling for their systematic murder is quite 
another. In many accounts (Goldhagen’s is the latest in a long series) such dis- 
tinctions are blurred; some writers go so far as to condemn the distinctions as 
morally dubious, thus making any irritation with Jews or criticism of them 
“anti-Semitic,” a conclusion that takes on extraordinary dimensions when 
linked to such assertions as “all anti-Semitism is essentially the same” or “a lit- 
tle bit of anti-Semitism is as dangerous as a little bit of cancer.” In some studies 
it is argued that expressions of irritation or distaste, by contributing to the 
general temper of hostility to Jews, finally made mass murder possible and 
therefore must carry a major responsibility for it. 


* The most recent and scholarly of these, offering many qualifications, but still insisting, as is 
implicit in the ute, on the point that anti-Semitism in America was stronger than previously 
realized is Frederick Cople Jaher, A Scapegoat in the Wilderness: The Origins and Rise of Anti-Semitism 
in Amenca (Cambridge, Mass., 1994). His introduction discusses some of the other, less cautious 
works of the genre. 
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I cannot accept such reasoning, which seems to me facile, especially insofar 
as it implies that Jews, unlike other human groups, cannot provoke legitimate 
Writation or that anyone expressing irritation about Jews, or criticism of them 
as a group, inexorably enters the moral realm of the Nazis. I most emphati- 
cally do recognize, on the other hand, that hatred of Jews was more dangerous 
i some countries than in others; the German case undoubtedly is one that 
requires special attention. And irritation with Jews, because of its potential to 
connect with myths of unusually malignant potential, may be appropriately 
considered more dangerous than many other kinds of irritation. Similarly, the 
status of Jews as a minority, often a very small minority, in all countries of 
Europe and America, has tended to make their situation especially perilous. 

This volume offers a considerably broader canvas than my previous book, 
both in years and in nations covered. In examining some ten different coun- 
tries I have tried to demonstrate the benefits of comparative history, since anti- 
Semitism has appeared in many different environments and has differed in 
striking and revealing ways. I made this point for a more limited number of 
countries and a briefer span of time (primarily France, Russia, and the United 
States in the generation before 1914) in The Jew Accused; my hope is that the 
comparative perspectives I present here for a larger number of nations and 
broader period, with Germany as a central concern, will lead to a deeper and 
more nuanced understanding of anti-Semitism in general. Again, I must 
emphasize my conviction that hatred of Jews is best understood in terms of a 
range of actual human examples in history, not some absolute, never-attained 
ideal, and that theories about the nature of Jew-hatred must be painstakingly 
checked in the historical record, rather than letting one country or a brief 
period serve as definitive evidence. 

In this work, I try, to a more extensive degree than in my previous book, to 
evaluate how much “fantastic” images of Jews, especially those derived from 
Christian doctrine but also from racist and other political ideologies, explain 
anti-Semitism, as distinguished from factors that have to do with the kinds of 
normal frictions and tensions that nearly all groups experience when encoun- 
tering one another. In a related way, this volume tries to analyze whether it is 
appropriate to consider anti-Semitism as somehow unique (an exceedingly 
shppery concept). Has hatred of Jews differed in some essential way from 
hatred of other groups? Most groups, after all, have experienced hatred for 
both fantastic and “real” reasons. And most hatred may be considered in some 
sense unlike other varieties of it. I find strained, unpersuasive, and finally 
counterproductive the arguments that hostility to Jews lacks revealing paral- 
lels. 1 am persuaded, to the contrary, that hatred of Jews helps us to under- 
stand other hatreds, and those hatreds help us to understand anti-Semitism. 

Negative fantasies about Jews, now and in the past several thousand years, 
unquestionably connect with images generated from the nether realms of reli- 
gion, although the nature of that connection and the meaning of “religion” 
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in this context are anything but clear, especially if the term refers to Christian 
religion, since hostility to Jews predates Christianity and is not and never has 
been limited to Christians. Similarly, many of the recurring themes of that 
hostility (for example, the Jews’ alleged secret power, their arrogance and 
sense of superiority to others, and their repellent customs and rituals) also 
appeared before the advent of Christianity and have been picked up, into 
modern times, by those who have rejected Christianity or who were never 
Christians (the Japanese, for example, or much of the Muslim world, and, 
indeed, increasingly large numbers of the inhabitants of the world outside of 
Europe and the United States). Many of those themes, at any rate, hardly 
qualify as unambiguously religious, as the term is commonly understood; they 
might just as well be termed secular. The dividing line between what is reli- 
gious and what is secular is anything but clear, and that blurred division has 
contributed to much confusion and muddled thinking. Most observers would 
not consider Shakespeare’s Merchant of Venice or Dickens’s Oliver Twist to be 
religious works, yet the image of the Jew in them has been undoubtedly influ- 
ential, as indeed is the case for the novels and other writings of Benjamin Dis- 
raeli. Religion and secular culture blend in ways that are difficult if not impos- 
sible to untangle. 

Since religious imagery is so many-sided and elusive, and since both positive 
and negative images of Jews emerge from Christian religion and the culture 
associated with it, tracing the influence of religion in given situations has been 
done mostly by those who in some sense knew what they were going to prove 
before they started their research. Without that emotional, preexisting “knowl- 
edge,” the case for the role of Christianity lacks cogency and precision. One 
can unquestionably pinpoint Christian tendencies toward demonizing Jews, 
but such tendencies are balanced by others. The evidence is hardly persuasive 
that within Christian belief is contained a strongly determined predisposition, 
drawing in all Christians, to violent hatred of Jews. In modern times Christian 
peoples have differed enormously in their reactions to Jews, from mild philo- 
Semitism to murderous loathing. This range of sentiment cannot be convinc- 
ingly connected to various traits within varieties of Christianity, whether 
Catholic, Protestant, or Greek Orthodox, sincere or lax, popular or elite. 
Catholic Poland tended toward hostility, Catholic Italy toward tolerance; 
Protestant Germany toward hostility, Protestant Holland toward tolerance; the 
relatively sincere Christians of the United States toward tolerance, the rela- 
tively insincere Christians in France toward intolerance. 

These points will be amply explored in the main text; the point I wish to 
emphasize here is that religion, put forth in a large number of studies as the 
ultrmate or fundamental source of anti-Semitism, is too elastic and ambiguous 
a category to offer much more than conjectural, ahistorical, and woolly expla- 
nauons, m which the preconceptions and emotional agendas of the authors 
play a decisive role. Each of these countries was religious, but their reactions 
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to Jews were so different that one obviously needs to look to other factors than 
religion in explaining those reactions. Moreover, nonreligious explanations 
for Jew-hatred are frequently more plausible and certainly more measurable. 
It is my contention that those other explanations are distinctly more satisfac- 
tory than religion, although I am also persuaded that some of them, for exam- 
ple, racial stereotyping, have also not exercised the powerful determinism 
often attributed to them. 

That said, I hasten to note that the next chapter begins with an explo- 
ration of the undeniable power of mythic imagery based in religion, and the 
next two chapters explore the related modern “myths” of race and nation. My 
position, then, ts hardly that such imagery has no or even little power. Rather, 
I am objecting to the incautious and tendentious use of such imagery as an 
explanatory device. At any rate, this book ts not primarily about mythic 
imagery; the realms of theology, literature, and the fine arts are not its main 
concerns. I do not ignore or denigrate them, but Iam more inclined to 
believe that truth is in the details, as it were, with the more measurable partic- 
ulars of historical development. Politics, the economy, social change, and the 
way with which they blend and alter mythic imagery will be my main con- 
cems. 

My position is that whatever the power of myth, not all hostility to Jews, 
individually or collectively, has been based on fantastic or chimerical visions 
of them, or on projections unrelated to any palpable reality. As human 
beings, Jews have been as capable as any other group of provoking hostility in 
the everyday secular world. This remark, which some will consider a plati- 
tude, is nonetheless forcefully, even indignantly, rejected by others. One 
often encounters pronouncements such as the following: “We all know that 
anti-Semitism really has nothing to do with Jews; it can flourish even in places 
where no Jews live.”? Or, “the psychic needs of Christians — and not the actual 
character of Jewish life — give anti-Semitism its power and appeal.”! “Jew- 
hatred is one-sided . . . [and] functions independent of its object.”!! “Anu- 
Semitism is oblivious to Jewish conduct; it is independent of the very pres- 
ence of Jews.”!? 

However, that purported unanimous agreement — what “we all know” - 
does not exist, and never has. Indeed, the opposite position, that Jewish con- 
duct is the main cause for hatred of Jews, has been described by Edward 
Alexander [disapprovingly] as “an argument of wide and enduring popular- 
ity,”!3 which it certainly is. It was even more popular in the nineteenth century 
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when it was almost universally assumed, by both Jews and non-Jews, that Jewish 
behavior was the all-too-obvious cause of the appearance of modern anti-Semi- 
tism. To look only at the opinions of Jews themselves, many Zionists have con- 
sidered Jews in the Diaspora (“in Exile”) to be “objectively detestable”; their 
obnoxious characters, deformed by their powerless and precarious existence 
among Gentiles, are the reason they have been hated — indeed the reason they 
have so often hated other Jews and even themselves. As the following chapters 
will amply illustrate, it became a very widely accepted axiom of the nineteenth 
century, robustly enduring into the twentieth, that if Jews would “reform,” 
abandon their offensive habits, then anti-Semitism would vanish. The Zionist 
position was unique mostly in its insistence that anti-Semitism would not go 
away, although again “unique” may be a misleading term, since right-wing tra- 
ditionalists, both in the Jewish and the Christian camps, also believed Jewish 
reform to be either impossible or undesirable. 

I hasten to observe that I do not accept these positions, Zionist or other- 
wise, although I will try to show how the partial truth in them is cause for 
reflection. Undoubtedly, the intransigence, the overkill of the previously 
quoted pronouncements about Jews’ having absolutely nothing to do with 
the hatred directed at them derives in part from the understandable exasper- 
ation of Jews who believe they are being unjustly blamed, who cite their own 
experience that, ime and again, Jewish conduct has no effect on anti-Semitic 
conviction. The naiveté of nineteenth-century reformers — and the terrible 
price Jews eventually paid for the illusions they harbored about the eventual 
disappearance of anti-Semitism in Europe — is another reason that “blaming 
the Jews” is so emotionally and categorically rejected by many today. And yet 
another reason ts their belief that Jews, even in Israel, are a people uniquely 
afflicted by a drive to destructive self-criticism.!+ (The charge that Jews are 
uniquely inclined to destructive criticism of non-Jews rather than of Jews 
themselves is, however, and rather contradictorily, dismissed as an anti- 
Semitic fantasy.) 

The following chapters will develop my own understanding of the peculiar 
and elusive interplay of fantasy and reality in anti-Semitism as well as my own 
firm rejection of the notion that exile has rendered Jews objectively detestable 
and invariably hated by any people among whom they live. At any rate, there is 
an important part of the truth in the assertion that autonomous psychic 
processes in non-Jews, ones that exaggerate reality or ignore it entirely, play a 
key role in anti-Semitism, as indeed they do in most hatreds, including those 
of Jews for non-Jews. Quite aside from strictly religious considerations, the 
position of Jews as long-term outsiders and dissidents in most societies has 
made them suspect and vulnerable in a myriad of ways, no matter what the 
actions or beliefs of individual Jews. But pushed very far, the position that 
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hatred of Jews arises without their presence or activity approaches absurdity - 
anti-Semitism among the Jivaros, the Hottentots, or the Chumash? 

Obviously we cannot expect to find Jew-hatred among peoples who histori- 
cally have had absolutely no contact with Jews or Judaism, who have no idea 
who Jews are or what they represent. Similarly, if it is the psychic needs of 
Christians that give anti-Semitism its power and appeal, it would appear logical 
to expect the worst kind of anti-Semitic hatred among the most sincere Chris- 
tans, but much evidence indicates that in modern times it was very often 
insincere, partial, or lapsed Christians, and even more those who mocked the 
ideals of Christianity, who manifested partucularly virulent and violent forms of 
Jew-hatred. Similarly, can one seriously argue that Jew-hatred among Palestini- 
ans has nothing to do with the actions or attitudes of real Jews, whether Israelis 
or their Jewish supporters in the rest of the world, and is entirely one-sided, a 
Palestinian fantasy operating independent of its object? Is there evidence that 
Christian Palestinians hate Jews more than Moslem Palestinians? And if not, 
how is Christian religion to be considered a decisive factor? 

In modern times, in particular the years examined most closely in the fol- 
lowing pages (that is, the 1870s to the eve of the Holocaust), the sources of 
real as opposed to fantastic tensions between Jews and non-Jews were not quite 
so obvious as those in the Arab-Israeli conflict, but they were nonetheless pal- 
pable. Jews experienced remarkable changes in many regards during those 
years, in numbers, wealth, social position, and even political power. Such rapid 
changes typically produce tensions and problems for any group, and the Jews 
were no exception. A few of the critics of my book and articles have warned 
that pointing to a Jewish “rise” threatens to lend support to the old ant- 
Semitic charges that Jews are bent on taking over the world or, again, that they 
were alone responsible for the hatred directed at them. I do not find the warn- 
ings persuasive, since, to begin with, the evidence for the rise of the Jews is 
compelling, but also because I cannot accept that one should avoid any obser- 
vations, even if accurate, that anu-Semites might misuse. It is a sad state of 
affairs when such purveyors of hatred are able to condition the terms in which 
one writes history, forcing it into black-and-white categories. 

Similarly, my efforts to give a more nuanced treatment of certain anu-Sem- 
ites have encountered the objection that I have thereby offered excuses for 
them. Again, I believe these objections miss a crucial point: The danger is not 
that anu-Semites will be exonerated by a nonpolemical analysis of them, far 
more dangerous is to offer representations that make no effort at a rounded 
treatment, for that provides ammunition to those who maintain that Jews and 
their supporters twist history to their advantage, that they are critical of all 
except Jews, and that they exaggerate the flaws of their criucs while covering 
up Jewish misdeeds. (It is again simply astonishing, and revealing, how some 
Jewish observers believe that Jews are uniquely destructive in their self-criti- 
cism, whereas anti-Semites assert that Jews smother all criticism of themselves.) 
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The recent charge by prominent spokesmen for African—Americans that 
Jews were major beneficiaries of the slaye trade, or indeed, primarily responsi- 
ble for it, underlines the problem. The accusation is exaggerated; only a small 
number of Jews was involved — the Jewish population in a position to be slave 
traders was small — but it is nonetheless true that there were a number of Jew- 
ish slave traders and slave owners. It is also the case that prominent historians 
of the Jews, such as Oscar Handlin in his Three Hundred Years of Jewish Life in 
America (first published in 1954), ignored the issue, in Handlin’s history even 
while mentioning by name the “great Jewish merchants,” who made fortunes 
in the slave trade. 

At any rate, I do not believe that the rise of the Jews was a negative phenom- 
enon. Far from it. The evidence, as I see it, is that changes in the conditions of 
Jews benefited - indeed were in many regards central to the definition of - 
western society as a whole and furthermore generated both positive and nega- 
tive reactions, as any great success is likely to do. Just as Christian belief could 
engender either hostility or sympathy (and more likely a voluble, contradic- 
tory mix of each, finding exaggerated expression in times of crisis), so “rising” 
Jews were feared and hated by some but welcomed and applauded by others. 
A systematically comparative perspective helps to make it clear, for example, 
that material success might generate jealousy and fear in some areas, as for 
example in tsarist Russia or Romania, but guarded admiration in others, 
notably in the United States, Italy, Hungary, or Great Britain. Within each of 
these examples, there were many complicating factors, among them the shift- 
ing economic situation, wars and revolutions, social class, regionalism, gender, 
and, yes, religion — to say nothing of the irreducible personal idiosyncrasies of 
key historical actors. 

In my previous book I devoted careful attention to those idiosyncrasies in 
individual anti-Semitic affairs and concluded that the personal traits of Alfred 
Dreyfus, Mendel Beilis, and Leo Frank were absolutely crucial to the develop- 
ment of the affairs that grew up after their arrests. The personalities of key 
anti-Semites also played unpredictable and often unrecognized roles in those 
anti-Semitic affairs. I carry that argument further here. Evidence for the 
importance of personality, the role of the unpredictable and often surprising 
decisions of great historical personalities, is simply too abundant to be 
ignored. I am not one of those who believe that if Hitler had somehow been 
killed at the front in World War I or that if Stalin had perished in one of his 
early robberies, “history” would have somehow produced another Hitler or 
another Stalin, and developments in Germany and Russia would have been 
much the same. While historians do well to integrate into their narratives the 
insights and interpretations offered by the generalizing social sciences — as I 
have done with the notion of the rise of the Jews - at some point the irre- 
ducible uniqueness of history needs also to be recognized, and that unique- 
ness often has much to do with the peculiarities of personality. Hitler’s actions 
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would not have been possible without the rise of modern anti-Semitism in 
Germany and Europe as a whole, but that rise did not make the Holocaust 
inevitable; it was rather Hitler’s peculiar personality that was the absolutely 
decisive factor.'® And in Hitler's case it is extremely difficult to believe that sin- 
cere Christian convictions on his part were responsible for the particular viru- 
lence of his hatred of Jews, at least unless one stretches to intolerable limits 
what is meant by Christian convictions. The same holds for nearly all major 
Nazis, Himmler, Streicher, Goebbels, Goering, and Heydrich among them. 
Similarly, the Christian convictions of the German population, although no 
doubt responsible in part for the lack of effective opposition to Nazi persecu- 
tion of Jews, were not primarily responsible for initiating that persecution or 
for the eventual murder of Jews. 

On the other hand, Nazism and the Holocaust undeniably emerged out of 
Christian civilization; negative images of Jews had been nurtured and propa- 
gated by the Christian churches for centuries, and the secular societies that 
emerged in modern times were of course only partially secular and by no 
means unequivocally separated themselves from that tradition of Jew-hatred. 
Recognizing these truisms is possible without jumping to the simplistic conclu- 
sions that most ordinary Christians or former Christians, whether in Germany 
or elsewhere, actively desired the murder of all Jews and were willing to partic- 
ipate in it. Nazism and the Holocaust also emerged out of Germany and Ger- 
man culture; evidence for a German tradition of Jew-hatred is overwhelming. 
Yet, even that evidence does not justify crudely deterministic visions of what 
occurred in Germany between 1933 and 1945. Emotional attachments to 
such visions on the part of those who experienced Nazi tyranny, whether 
directly or from afar, although certainly understandable, do not serve the 
cause of historical understanding. Sadly, those attachments often serve to 
obstruct efforts to understand and to remedy the blight of anti-Semitism. 
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THE LONG-RANGE 
BACKGROUND 


=] 
Anti-Semitism before the 
Modern Period: 


Overview and 
Definition 


And the Lord said unto [Rebecca], “Two nations are 
in thy womb, and two manner of people shall be sep- 
arated from thy bowels; and the one people shall be 
stronger than the other people; and the elder shall 
serve the younger.” And when her days to be deliv- 
ered were fulfilled ... the first came out all red, all 
over hike a hairy garment; and they called his name 
Esau. And after that came his brother out, and his 
hand took ahold of Esau’s heel; and his name was 
called Jacob. (Gen. 25.23-26) 


Why did God create Jews and non-Jews? ... And why 
in the world should they be separated from one 
another, not be able to stand the sight of one 
another, as if one were created by God and the other 
not? (Tevye the milkman, after his daughter, Khave, 
had married a Gentile).! 


Esau always hates Jacob. (J. Taitlbaum) 


Dictionary-style definitions of anti-Semitism (“hostility to Jews”) are usually 
not much help, in part because their brevity and abstractness are inadequate to 
this particular protean phenomenon. Similarly, any effort to provide a brief 
overview of Jew-hatred throughout history must be highly selective and aban- 
don any notion of a connected narrative. Yet a theoretical stance must obviously 
be made; these pages are based on the axiom that history informs theory. 


Esau’s Tears: The Deepest Roots of Anti-Semitism 
The peculiar forms of hatred for Jews that emerged in the 1870s, 


although in some regards novel, also had substantial connections with a history 


1 Sholem Aleichem, Gants Tevye der Milkhiger (New York, 1920), 138. (ASL translation; transhitera- 
uion according to Standardized Yiddish Romanization.) 


4 ESAU'S TEARS 


of Jew-hatred that dates back thousands of years. Indeed, the division between 
Jew and Gentile goes to the very origins and structures of western civilization. 
It predates the advent of Christianity and may be found in the earliest texts of 
the Old Testament, or Hebrew Bible. Modern anti-Semitism cannot be pro- 
ductively studied without an appreciation of that much longer history. Some 
awareness is also necessary of a number of now little-known aspects of Jewish 
identity as it evolved, and in fundamental ways changed, over the centuries 
and millennia. 

In those texts of the Hebrew Bible the mythical origins of the division 
between Jews and others are described, and a thought-provoking explanation 
for the antagonism of the two groups is offered. The account in Genesis of 
Esau and Jacob, twin brothers born to Rebecca and Isaac, has evoked a seem- 
ingly endless cycle of interpretations. Already in the earliest Jewish commen- 
taries on the text in Genesis one encounters not only the rich layers of mean- 
ing but also the elusiveness, the profound ambiguity in the relationship 
between Jew (in archetype, Jacob) and Gentile (in archetype, Esau).? 

Commentaries of the most diverse sort have continued well into the twent- 
eth century. Adolf Hitler spoke of how “the Jew is the exact opposite of the 
German in every single respect, yet is as closely akin to him as a blood 
brother.”> An African-American woman described the relationship of blacks 
and whites as “like the biblical Esau and Jacob. It’s a love-hate relation- 
ship. .. ."4 In the biblical account, Jacob conspired with his mother, Rebecca, 
to trick Esau out of receiving the blessing of their aged and blind father, Isaac. 
Esau, the firstborn, had already foolishly given over his birthright to Jacob in 
exchange for a bowl of lentils. But Esau remained Isaac’s favorite, and Esau 
confidently expected his father’s blessing after returning with the wild game 
that Isaac had instructed him to catch. Esau was outraged when he discovered 
that he and his father had been duped, that Jacob had posed as his older 
brother and had gained Isaac’s blessing. Esau’s rage prompted Jacob to flee 
into Mesopotamia. 

Contrary to the apparent logic of the story (that the brothers would live in 
ever-lasting enmity), after the passage of twenty-two years, Esau, in meeting a 
now penitent Jacob, put aside his resentment, and the two were reconciled. 
Thereafter, however, Esau’s descendants, the Edomites, recurringly came into 
conflict with Jacob's descendants; each butchered the other in various clashes. 
Rome was later identified in Jewish commentary with the Edomites, and after 
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the fall of the Roman Empire, the Gentile rulers of Jews in Europe generally 
became classified as “Esau.” 

The Esau—Jacob imagery continued to appear frequently in both popular 
and learned speech until at least the early twentieth century. Even in the 
1990s the notion of a somehow unbridgeable gap between Esau and Jacob, 
Gentile and Jew, remains central to traditional Jewish perspectives (“Esau 
always hates Jacob,” “The Messiah will not come until the tears of Esau have 
been exhausted.”). A comparable sense of the insurmountable obstacles to 
harmony finds expression among Jews who are less strongly tied to tradition 
(Raphael Patai: “The hands [are] still Esau’s, and even while trying to help 
they inflict pain.”>). Jews, whether religious or secular, have long retained neg- 
ative, apprehensive feelings about Esau, the non-Jew — if not actual aversion or 
contempt then the kind of pity that one feels for an uncomprehending, 
potentially dangerous animal. Esau is hirsute, coarse, and brutal; he is the 
hunter, warrior, the untamed “natural man,” while Jacob is smooth-skinned, 
delicate, and contemplative, if also wily and capable of ruthless deception in 
advancing his interests. He is also the “incorrigible overachiever” and forever 
getting into trouble because of that trait.6 The title “Till Esau’s Tears Are 
Dried” alludes to these traditional perspectives, with the implication that anti- 
Semitism will not disappear easily; the two identities are too different, and 
Esau will always feel aggrieved about Jacob’s ingrained traits. 

In his autobiography the Yiddish-language author Sholem Aleichem 
reported how as a child in Russia he once watched a rough and dirty ferryman 
laboriously pulling a boat across the Dnieper River. He wrote, “Esau! Only a 
Goy could do work like that, not a Jew. The Bible says of Esau, ‘And thou shalt 
serve thy brother.’ It is good that I am a descendent of Jacob, and not of 
Esau.”? In old age the eminent Jewish-American intellectual Sidney Hook 
remembered how, as a boy, he had asked his religious teacher about the injus- 
tice of what Jacob did to Esau. The teacher responded, “What kind of a ques- 
tion is that? Esau was an animal.”§ 

Anti-Semites of various stripes have drawn upon the Jacob—Esau tale as 
proof of the incorrigible cunning and moral corruption of the Jews through- 
out history: The tale reveals the reasons, reversing the traditional Jewish for- 
mula, that Jacob will always hurt Esau. As one such anti-Semite writing in the 
early nineteenth century put it, “where [else] is there such a people . . . that 
has such vile sacred tales, lacking any poetical sense, interwoven with glorified 
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acts of thievery?” Jacob deceives his aged and blind father, tricks and steals 
from his brother. His mother, Rebecca - “Mother of Israel” — not only encour- 
ages such deeds but also had stolen from her own father.9 

By the closing decades of the nineteenth century, enemies of the Jews had 
begun to use new terms, “Semite” and “Aryan,” that reworked the biblical 
imagery surrounding Jacob and Esau to make the Semite detestable and the 
Aryan chosen and admirable. This reversal itself is related to the transposition 
that Christians originally had made in claiming that they had become “Jacob,” 
God’s chosen, while He now turned His face from His formerly chosen peo- 
ple, since they had rejected His Son, the Messiah or the Christ. The earliest 
and most influential Christians, such as Paul, Augustine, and Gregory, thus 
proclaimed a reversal in which “the elder” (the Jews) would serve “the 
younger” (the Christians). These Christian writers took up, in short, a central 
theme of the Hebrew Bible and refashioned it to Christian purposes to make 
Christians superior to Jews, rather than Jews superior to non-Jews. 

The power of such biblical imagery over the centuries is impossible to deny 
but difficult to assess with any precision because of its profound ambiguity and 
the endlessly divergent interpretations to which it has been subjected. But it 
seems obvious that the negative representations of Esau, the non-Jew, in Jewish 
thought have no more rigidly determined that all Jews will hate all Gentiles 
than has the negative representations of the Jew in Christian texts rigidly 
determined that all Christians (or Gentiles descended from Christians) will 
hate all Jews. “Religion,” again, is an endlessly elastic concept, not permitting 
firm conclusions about such causality. 

The Esau—Jacob story and Jewish commentary on it do, however, suggest a 
number of provocative points in conceptualizing the nature of anti-Semitism. 
In a central passage of the Hebrew Bible, Esau’s angry tears were presented as 
perfectly understandable; they were not the result of some mysterious fantasy 
about a wholly innocent Jacob. Aside from the suggestion that Jacob-Israel’s 
sometimes improper actions had something quite tangible to do with Esau’s 
enmity, and thus with the enmity of the Gentile world, the story touches on a 
tangled theme that is central to interpreting the interplay of Jew and Gentile 
throughout history. 

It was long an axiom of Jewish history and Jewish consciousness that Jews 
in Galut (Exile), after the destruction of the Temple in Jerusalem, were nec- 
essarily a powerless and passive people, subject to the will of their Gentile 
overlords. It was natural for Jews to describe the sufferings they endured 
throughout history as caused by “the hands of Esau.”!9 Jewish troubles and 
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even Jewish vices were considered the result of a hostile Gentile environment. 
In 1908 Max Nordau, an early Zionist leader, wrote a friend concerning the 
unsavory activities of certain Jews in Vienna. “These fellows [Buben] ... have 
grown up in a Christian-Social atmosphere and, as is so often our Jewish way, 
have absorbed all the mannerisms and methods of the antisemites in the sub- 
urbs, just as many of our Russian brothers have adopted the style of the Black 
Hundreds.”!! 

There have certainly been other opinions about Esau’s responsibility for 
Jacob’s troubles and vices. In the most radically opposing view, the “Other 
Nations” (the Goyim or Gentiles) have been described by Jewish spokesmen, 
from the Prophets onward, as merely agents of God’s punishment for an evil 
that repeatedly comes from within Israel. Jewish defects and suffering are not, 
in a deeper sense, the result of Gentile oppression. As any reader of the 
Hebrew Bible must recognize, brutality was hardly an invention of the Other 
Nations; the biblical Jews committed, and their spokesmen afterwards glorified, 
unspeakably bestial acts, such as the massacre of “idolaters” — among them cap- 
tives, women, children, old and sick people, and even pets and livestock. 

An underlying issue in these contrasting views has to do with the responsi- 
bility of the Jews in history for their destiny and their being: Have they been 
wholly helpless and passive objects, without responsibility for their misfortunes, 
or have their actions and decisions in some substantial sense been their own, 
as active, conscious subjects in history, entailing some degree of responsibility? 
The inclination to picture Jews as perennially helpless victims, in no sense 
responsible for the ills that have afflicted them, has often been part of an 
unsophisticated and transparently defensive reflex. The popular writer 
Howard Fast concludes his book The Jews, The Story of a People, with this remark: 
“Such despair and agony as the Jewish people had to endure over the past 
thousand years is the result, not of what they are, but of what the Christian 
world has inflicted upon them.”!? This is by no means an isolated or unusual 
comment. 

Jewish observers of widely differing sophistication have been inclined to 
accept the notion of Jewish passivity or “quietism” since the biblical period. 
Some have seen it as basic to Jewish identity: The centuries of powerlessness 
have provided, they believe, the ultimate foundation for Jewish ethics and 
sense of transcendent purpose as a separate people.!§ Attaining political and 
national power, Jews will be inevitably corrupted by it, as the Other Nations 
have all been. Such, then, is believed by some to be the danger in modern 
Zionism, with disturbing imphcations for the state of Israel in the last decades 


' Quoted in Walter R. Weitzmann, “Politics of the Viennese Jewish Community,” in Ivar Oxaal et 
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of the twentieth century. Nobel Prize winner Isaac Bashevis Singer once wrote, 
“it... became clear to me that only in exile did the Jews grow up spiritually.”"4 

There are related if more strictly religious and mystical ramifications to this 
line of thought. Some Jewish spokesmen have described anti-Semitism as 
God’s device to purify and uplift the Jews. He had scattered them among the 
Other Nations, but it was not His will that they become fully part of those 
nations; anti-Semitism, in its eternally recurring cycles, is then to be under- 
stood most fundamentally not as a Gentile phobia but rather as a divinely sup- 
plied device to prevent Jews from disappearing. In a potent and mystical 
dialectic, the ultimate inability of Jews to forget their Jewishness has ensured 
Gentile hostility, once Gentiles realize the sometimes slumbering but ulti- 
mately ineradicable differentness of Jews, based on their biblically based sense 
of superiority and favored destiny. Eternal Jewishness and eternal anti-Semi- 
tism can be relied upon to reemerge, as part of God’s plan. Human efforts 
against it, however apparently effective in the short run, must then be seen as 
ultimately futile. “Esau’s Tears” are an aspect of a divinely ordered universe. 

Modern Zionists, predominantly secular in perspective, although believing 
in a valuable and irreducible Jewish differentness, one that renders living 
among Gentiles dangerous, have arrived at other conclusions about the merits 
of Jewish suffering. They have identified powerlessness and marginality as the 
very things that they wish to shake off, the source of what they view as the 
many unattractive traits of Jews in modern times — and thus a fundamental 
cause of anti-Semitism. The mystical delights of being the suffering servant of 
the Lord do not much tempt such Zionists. Other modern Jewish activists, for 
example the socialists of the Jewish Bund, viewed Exile more positively, not as 
inevitably tragic; they believed in a fruitful interplay of Jew and non-Jew. Bund 
socialists urged that Jews begin to consider themselves active, responsible 
agents inside Gentile society, rather than passive, helpless victims.!> Indeed, 
throughout Europe, from the 1880s onward, new forms of Jewish assertiveness 
in the secular arena can be observed, as well as a guarded optimism about the 
future of Jewish—Gentile relations, in spite of anti-Semitic flare-ups — a major 
theme of the following chapters. 

The elusive question of Jewish power and responsibility goes to the heart of 
Jewish self-awareness in modern times as well as to conceptualizations of anti- 
Semitism. It evokes the enduring sense among many Jews of vulnerability, fear- 
fulness, and physical ineptitude, of the need for quiet calculation and for 
accommodation to the physically more powerful. From that question others 
arise: Have Jews been hated because of their power (or Gentile fantasies about 


Isaac Bashevis Singer, “Yiddish: The Language of Exile,” in Douglas Villiers, ed., Next Year in 
Jerusalem (London, 1976), 56. 


15 These issues have been explored most penetratingly by David Biale in Power and Powerlessness in 
Jewish History (New York, 1986). 
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Jewish power) or rather because of their powerlessness (which has rendered 
them contempuble)? Does anti-Semitism, even if conceptualized as entirely a 
product of the Gentile mind and having nothing to do with Jewish action, 
come primarily out of fear of or out of contempt for Jews? 

The issue has been much envenomed by the passionate exchanges among 
Jews themselves over Jewish reactions to Nazi tyranny. Many Jewish leaders 
cooperated with the Nazis. Was that cooperation the result of foolishness, cor- 
ruption, or understandable miscalculation? Is it true that most Jews went to 
their deaths passively, unresisting, “like sheep to the slaughter,” as many, espe- 
cially in Israel, put it?'!© An even more explosive assertion has been put forth 
by both anti-Semites and some Zionists: Europe's Jews, foreigners in Europe, 
actually deserved the hatred directed at them because they were a parasitic 
and psychologically perverse group, understandably inclined to self-hatred, 
indeed “objectively detestable.” 

Such issues are not unique to a study of the Jewish past. Large numbers of 
historians have directed their attention to the study of the downtrodden in his- 
tory, to the defeated, the outsiders, the subordinate classes, the oppressed and 
powerless, and in each case have crept in notions much hike those of “the suf- 
fering servant of the Lord,” the mystical ennoblement of suffering, and the 
redleeming mission of the sufferer.'!” Professional scholars among them have 
not been immune to the temptations of writing thin, tendentious, or apolo- 
getic accounts about such victims. Yet blistering critiques have also been deliv- 
ered against those historians whose works implicitly deny, for example, that 
women, workers, minorities, or even nation-states are to be conceptualized as 
active subjects, making conscious and rational choices that inevitably entail a 
degree of responsibility. Critics have charged that women, workers, or minori- 
ties have been portrayed one-dimensionally by some historians, as utterly help- 
less, uncomprehending, and pitiful victims in history, in no way responsible 
for their misfortunes (and to assert that they were responsible would be to 
commit the cardinal sin of blaming the victim).!8 


16 Cf. Michael Marrus, The Holocaust in History (Toronto, Canada, 1987), 108-9. For a more 
recent treatment of the issue, by the historian most idenufied with the charge of Jewish cooper- 
ation, see Raul Elilberg, The Politics of Memory: The Journey of a Holocaust Historian (Chicago, 
1996). 

17 Cf. Hannes Heer and Volker Ulrich, eds., Geschichte entdecken: Evfahrungen und Projekte der neuen 
Geschichtshewegung (Reinbeck bei Hamburg, 1985); Gerhard Paul and Bernhard Schossig, eds., 
Die Andere Geschichte (Cologne, 1986); Roger Fletcher, “History from Below Comes to Germany: 
The New History Movement in the Federal Republic of Germany,” Jowmal of Modern History, vol. 
60, no. 3, Sept. 1988, 557-68. 

18 Cf. Tony Judt, “A Clown in Regal Purple: Social History and the Historians,” /listory Workshop, 
vol. 7, Spring, 1979, 66-g4; Wolfgang J. Mominsen, “Domestic Factors in German Foreign Pol- 
icy before World War I,” Central European History, vol. 6, March 1973, 3-43: Walter A. 
McDougall, “‘Mais ce n’est pas Phistoire!’: Some Thouglits on Toynbee, McNeill, and the Rest 
of Us,” Journal of Modern History, vol. 58, no. 1, March 1986, 19-42. 
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Deciding who deserves, the status of victim poses a large problem: Might 
Germans, too, be considered victims, since they were unwillingly or unwit- 
tingly “pulled into” World War I and then unfairly blamed for something for 
which others were equally culpable? Indeed, that same logic could lead to the 
conclusion that most Germans were uncomprehendingly drawn into the Nazi 
web, only realizing its evil when it was too late to oppose it, and thus the Ger- 
man people were also victims of the Nazis, by no means “willing executioners.” 
Similarly, industrialization allegedly “overwhelmed” workers, corrupting and 
brutalizing them. Women’s psyches were “enslaved” by sexism and male domi- 
nation. Blacks were rendered childish, servile, and incompetent by the experi- 
ence of slavery. 

In each of these examples the concept of collective historical responsibility, 
beyond its obvious intellectual slipperiness, poses awkward and debilitating 
obstacles to the present political agendas of the groups in question, since plac- 
ing blame squarely on the shoulders of others is central to their mind-set, 
whereas gaining recognition of victimhood is perceived as a means to open 
doors that have been long and unfairly shut. The logic of some feminists’ posi- 
tion seems to attribute women’s difficulties and dilemmas entirely to the influ- 
ence of male domination; that femininity itself may generate its own kinds of 
contradictions is a much less attractive proposition — and far less studied —- 
especially since there is little question that male domination has been the 
source of a large part of the difficulties that women have faced. Yet is it reason- 
able to assume that femininity is the source only of virtues, never vices, that 
female identity, “correctly” conceptualized (that is, free of corruption by male 
influence), is not burdened with existential dilemmas and imponderables? 
And might similar questions be posed about an African heritage, even when 
granting the undeniably large role of slavery and racism? 

The sheer horror of the Holocaust has made it understandably suspect or 
even unconscionable in the opinion of some observers to suggest that Jews 
themselves may have had a degree of responsibility for that catastrophe. Simi- 
larly, to emphasize the positive aspects of Jewish-Gentile interplay in modern 
history repels some of those for whom the fruits of that interplay seem to be 
all too clear: mass murder. Even before the Holocaust anti-Semitism assumed 
a key position in many histories of the Jews. Gentile—Jewish interplay was pre- 
sented im such accounts as primarily one of oppression, hatred, and blood- 
shed, punctuated by dramatic events. Yet an instructive case can be mace that 
openly expressed aversion to Jews by Gentiles, Germans included, particularly 
one that espoused violence, has not been the predominant, most widespread, 
or most significant attitude in their long mutual history. Great numbers of 
non-Jews, in all stations of life, have tolerated and lived beside Jews, have 
admired and even loved them, but in most cases have simply found them use- 
ful, or of no major concern. Long stretches of peaceful cohabitation and 
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mutually beneficial intercourse have characterized Jewish-Gentile relation- 
ships. History conceived primarily as a narrative of dramatic événements 
(“events”) — the pogroms, expulsions, and massacres — can easily blind us to 
this deeper reality. 

Although hatred by both Gentiles and Jews of one another was nearly 
always present in past centuries, openly proclaimed enemies of Jews, especially 
those calling for violence, have nearly always been a minority, although some- 
times a powerful one. More relevant to the immediate concerns of this vol- 
ume, untl 1933 modern anti-Semites in western and central Europe were 
mostly outsiders, generally denigrated if also sometimes cynically manipulated 
by those in power. Even in eastern Europe, where anti-Semites more often 
wielded political power, the situation was by no means always so consistently or 
outrageously anti-Semitic as often believed. 

Jewish survival cannot be satisfactorily explained if the peaceful and pro- 
ductive aspect of Jewish—Gentile relationships is ignored. Furthermore, Jewish 
history @ la longue durée, over the centuries and not blinded by short-term, dra- 
matic events, will be ill-understood if Jewish existence is seen only in terms of 
oppression and suffering. Jewish history is more satisfactorily conceptualized 
in positive ways. The dean of modern historians of the Jews, Salo Wittmayer 
Baron, has written that “it is quite likely . . . that even the average medieval 
Jew, compared to his average Christian contemporary . . . was the less unhappy 
and destitute creature — less unhappy and destitute not only by his own con- 
sciousness, but even if measured by such objective criteria as standards of liv- 
ing, cultural amenities, and protection against individual starvation and dis- 
ease.”!9 As the following chapters will amply show, similar remarks can also be 
made about modern times, contrary to widespread belief. 

Not only is Jewish survival ill-explained by such one-dimensional 
approaches, but anti-Semitism also will remain incomprehensible if study of it 
does not shake off some of the attitudes already described. Revealingly, a few 
observers have indeed suggested that anti-Semitism is inherently and funda- 
mentally incomprehensible. The popular American writer and humorist 
Harry Golden has written, “dear reader, let’s face it — anti-Semitism can’t possi- 
bly be explained; it can merely be recounted.”?? Louis Namier, the noted 
British historian, once wrote: “Understand and explain the problem [of ant 
Semitism] as much as you may, there remains a hard, insoluble core, incom- 
prehensible and inexplicable.”?! These commonly encountered remarks 
reflect not so much a coherent intellectual position as what might be termed 
an instinct, one that can be sensed even in some relatively sophisticated 


19 Salo Wittmayer Baron, A Social and Religious history of the Jaws (New York, 1952), vol. 1, 2.4. 
2) Harry Golden, The Golden Book of Jewish Humor (New York, 1972), 122. 


41 Quoted by Walter Laqueur in Commentary, vol. 44, no. 1, July 1967, 84. 
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accounts of the hatred of Jews.*? But especially in popular history, a strong ten- 
dency exists to favor an emotionally laden description and narrative, especially 
of colorful, dramatic, or violent episodes, over explanation that employs calm 
analysis or a searching attention to historical context. Pogroms, famous ant- 
Semitic affairs, and description of the ideas of anti-Semitic authors and agita- 
tors are described with moral fervor, rhetorical flair, and considerable atten- 
tion to the details of murder, arson, and rape. Background, context, and 
motives are often slighted or dealt with in a remarkably thin and tendentious 
fashion. 

In such histories the antagonists of the Jews emerge as stick figures, devoid 
of the contradictions and ambiguities that are involved in membership in the 
human family. Violent episodes against Jews burst forth like natural calamities 
or acts of God, incomprehensible disasters, having nothing to do with Jewish 
action or developments within the Jewish world but only with the corrupt 
characters or societies of the enemies of the Jews. Even Jewish victims them- 
selves in these accounts are implicitly denied their full humanity and often 
appear one-dimensional, passive and blameless, or heroic in a way that lacks a 
sense of human frailty and corrupubility under stress. Rather than tragedies, 
with often confused, inscrutable mixtures of motivations, conflicts between 
Jew and non-Jew emerge as simple stories of good and evil, innocence and 
guilt, powerless and powerful, heroes and villains. 

To be sure, such black-and-white representations often appear perfectly 
plausible: Many if not most anti-Semites, certainly a heavy majority of the 
famous ones in modern history, were morally corrupt to a degree that renders 
efforts at sympathetic understanding highly problematic. The kind of hatred 
that such people expressed for Jews in general can hardly be considered justi- 
fied, and it typically had little direct correlation to their experiences with Jews 
or to anything like a disinterested investigation of Jewish action. Considera- 
tions of background and context, too, often appear unhelpful, irrelevant, or 
misleading: How much does it help to learn that Hitler had an unfulfilled ado- 
lescence? Many others with similar backgrounds did not come to hate Jews. 
And even if we can demonstrate that Voltaire hated Jews because he was 
cheated by some of them or that Hitler hated them because he observed revo- 
lutionary Jews undermining his beloved Fatherland, what does that tell us 
about Jews in general? 


22 Examples will be provided throughout the following chapters, but perhaps two of the most 
prominent in this regard are George Mosse’s Toward the Final Solution (New York, 1980) and 
Jacob Katz's From Prejudice to Destruction (Cambridge, Mass., 1981). Both Mosse and Katz are 
accomplished and distinguished historians, whose contributions I would be the last to deni- 
grate and from whom I have learned much. Yet these two works bury their readers in lengthy 
descripuons of often minor and obscure anti-Semites and racists while offering disappointingly 
little in terms of explaining or situating them in a historical context, although certainly those 
matters are not ignored. 
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Remaining alert to such objections is essential, but there is nonetheless 
more to the story. The following pages will provide evidence that anti-Semites 
were frequently less simple and occasionally less morally corrupt than they 
have been generally presented. In few areas have hearsay and half-truths gone 
so unchallenged and blended into kitsch: the Nazi murderer who cites Goethe 
and plays the violin, the ant-Semite who never knew any Jews, the Jews who 
could not own land and exploited no one. Similarly, a profound aversion to 
conceptualizing Jews as flawed or ordinary (“human”) individuals, distinguish- 
able from their oppressors particularly by their lack of power, is widespread. 

These tendencies have roots deep in Jewish history, religion, and culture. 
So too does the parallel instinct to view surrounding Gentile society as perva- 
sively flawed, polluted, or sick. The belief of Jews in premodern times that 
they, God’s chosen people, had been condemned by their god, because of 
their own sins, to live in subjugation in the polluted lands of the uncircum- 
cised, the brutal, the unclean, the eaters of filth — of the reviled Children of 
Esau — took on new forms in a modern context. Jews in late ancient times and 
in the Middle Ages found it easy to harbor a sense of superiority to the non- 
Jews among whom they lived, since Jews were a literate people of ancient civi- 
lization residing among peoples often only half-civilized. But that comfortable 
and sustaining assumption of superiority became ever more tenuous with the 
advances of European civilization in the modern period, from the eighteenth 
to twentieth centuries. Increasingly, informed, sensitive Jewish observers began 
to feel that Jews were being left behind, that somehow Jewish culture had 
frozen at the premodern stage, while Genules were moving ahead to a higher 
stage of civilization. And for the large numbers of Jews who came to modern 
European civilization by way of the eastern European shiefl (“little town”) the 
anxiety-filled transition from a sense of superiority to the Goyim to a sense of 
inferiority occurred with great abruptness, resulting in sometimes extravagant 
responses. 

This anguished awareness, which typically was torn and uncertain and 
which at first affected only a small number of Jews in restricted areas of west- 
ern Europe, involved thus a doubly pained or wounded Jewish consciousness: 
Not only had Jews been separated from their promised land, condemned to 
live as humihated foreigners under the subjection of the unclean and ungodly 
Other Nations, but the older consolations that emerged from a sense of cul- 
tural and spiritual superiority were also slipping away. 

It is not surprising, then, that many Jews have been, since the early nine- 
teenth century, powerfully attracted to those modern secular ideologies that 
managed to reaffirm indirectly, with a new language, an older sense of the 
tainted qualities of prevailing Gentile life. Indeed, those ideologies carried a 
potent double message: The Other Nations were responsible not only for Jew- 
ish suffering (by their unjust laws and unprovoked attacks on innocent Jews) 
but also for Jewish backwardness. In the familiar words of Moses Mendelssohn 
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at the end of the eighteenth century, “They bind our hands and complain that 
we do not make use of them.” 

To reason that Jews were themselves primarily, or even in more tenuous, 
remote ways, to blame for their backwardness eventually became as unaccept- 
able to many Jews as it was to reason that Jews were to blame for the hatred 
directed at them. Here a fundamental shift from premodern Orthodox reli- 
gious perspectives was accomplished, since prior to modern times Jews had 
seen their sufferings as imposed by a righteous god in response to their own 
failings. Now it became the perverse Gentiles who were oppressing wholly inno- 
cent Jews — and those Other Nations were no longer seen as mere tools of God. 

Such modern ideologies as socialism (both Marxist and anarchist), Zion- 
ism, and various forms of the psychiatric worldview (Freudian psychoanalysis 
and related schools) all emphasize the tainted or sick qualities of modern 
Gentile existence, be it in exploitative capitalism, decadent bourgeois society, 
aggressive nationalism, or repressive Victorian prudery. Jewish frustration, anx- 
iety, and rage at being considered inferior, and in some partial and tormented 
sense agreeing with that evaluation, found an alluring outlet in these ideolo- 
gies — and a hope for eventual redemption. 

Obviously, these ideologies cannot be described as simply or explicitly Jewish 
condemnations of the Gentile world; non-Jews in great numbers were also 
attracted to them. Marxism, for example, offered a widely persuasive analysis of 
capitalism. Even Zionism found a remarkable range of Gentile admirers (by no 
means all of them frends of the Jews). But by the end of the nineteenth cen- 
tury Jews were attracted to socialism and, after 1917, communism in signifi- 
cantly greater proportions than were non-Jews. It is instructive that it was Jewish 
intellectuals, Marx and Freud are the two most obvious examples, who became 
the most brilliant and preeminent exponents of these modern theories. 

The attractions of what we might term “ideologies of revenge” that “get 
back” at oppressors are familiar in many other contexts. In many of the 
nations of the non-European world, western imperialism was denounced not 
only as emerging from a western sickness but was also blamed for the continu- 
ing ills and inadequacies of non-European countries — the West “bound their 
hands,” to borrow Mendelssohn’s words. That their own histories and tradi- 
tions might offer a better explanation of their difficulties was, to say the least, 
not a poplar hypothesis among many of their leaders. Interestingly, in spite 
of the purported crippling exploitation experienced by the non-European 
world, many of its spokesmen have insisted upon a sense of superiority, usually 
cultural or moral, to the West. 

In a ironic way the rise of another important modern ideology can be seen 
in the same light: Anti-Semitism has been transparently an ideology of 
revenge, one that has blamed the ills of modern times on Jews who have 
infected modern nations, not on factors that emerged from European civiliza- 
tion itself. Modern anti-Semites found a new, “scientific,” racist vocabulary to 
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substitute for an earlier Christian charge of Jewish perversity. Anti-Semites 
were not impressed that large numbers of Jews joined those modern move- 
ments that stressed human equality, for Jews in those movements sull seemed 
to such observers negative and mocking of their surroundings, subtly asserung 
their abiding if transformed sense of superiority, and concerned more with 
personal advancement, power, and “jewification” of those surroundings than 
with general human welfare. Since the 1960s Jewish and other neoconserva- 
tives have echoed, sometimes with considerable sophistication, some of that 
very same negative imagery in regard to left-sving Jewish intellectuals.*4 

Baron, the already-noted dean of modern Jewish historians, devoted much 
of his considerable energy, over more than half a century, to combating what he 
termed Ledensgeschichte (suffering-history, or the tendency to write Jewish his- 
tory largely in terms of the suffering endured by the Jews at the hands of Gen- 
tiles). He sought to provide a richer, more muludimensional picture, and the 
ablest practitioners of Jewish history have followed his lead. Although Leidens- 
geschichte was most notably expressed by certain nineteenth-century historians, 
it had roots in the premodern, or what might be termed a fundamentalist- 
orthodox view of Jewish existence in the Diaspora (an angry God scattered His 
sinful people from the land of Israel). Contemplation of that history of suffer- 
ing is thus a contemplation of the hand of God in history. Such history, as the 
reflection of the unknowable will of God, can, to recall Harry Golden’s words, 
only be recounted, not really explained or understood in a modern sense. 

Modern, nontraditional Jewish consciousness is less likely to accept the 
notion of an unknowable divine purpose. Such was the case even before the 
Holocaust, but since then to describe the methodical murder of millions of 
Jews by Nazis as part of God’s plan is wholly unacceptable to most Jews, except 
for a few sects among the ultra-Orthodox. Study of the sufferings of Jews is 
now advocated mostly as a way of preventing suffering in the future, largely by 
exposing the sinful or corrupt nature of Gentle society and its responsibility 
for Jewish suffering and almost never as a means by which Jews could become 
aware of their own sins, except insofar as an error in judgment, a naive misper- 
ception of Gentile malevolence, is considered a sin. Anything else, again, 
would be blaming the victim. It would at any rate be difficult to imagine a Jew- 
ish sin large enough to merit the punishment of mass murder. (Some of the 
ultra-Orthodox believe that sin was the abandoning of Jewish tradition, a puz- 
zling conclusion, even within traditional religious discourse, since the Ortho- 
dox Jews of eastern Europe died in higher proportions and much larger num- 
bers than the non-Orthodox of western and central Europe.) 


23 Stephen A. Schucker, “Origins of the ‘Jewish Problem’ in the Later Third Republic,” in Frances 
Malino and Bernard Wasserstein, eds., The Jews m Modern France (Hanover and London, 1985), 
195-80. For a similar tack, by a non-Jewish neoconservative, see Paul Johnson, /hstory of the Jews 
(New York, 1987), passim, and his Intellectuals (New York, 1988). 
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Yet, the older taste for Leidensgeschichte has continued to reassert itself in 
subtle ways. Whatever the explicitly proclaimed reasons for studying Jewish suf 
fering, a detailed description of that suffering appears to have a much broader 
appeal for many Jewish audiences than a calm and balanced analysis of it. At 
times attention to causality seems to be resented, or rejected as wholly and 
utterly inadequate, sacrilegious even, a tendency that is especially strong and 
explicit in the literature of the Holocaust. Quite aside from the vast descriptive 
literature of the massacre of Jews by Nazis, of which perhaps Martin Gilbert's 
lengthy and remarkably unanalytical Holocaust is the most striking example,?! 
many accounts of pre-twentieth-century Jewish history move from one pogrom 
to the next, from expulsions to plunders, from hostile legistation to anti- 
Semitic manifestos — providing “just the facts,” yet ignoring so many other facts 
and finally providing accounts that seriously lack depth and balance. 

The more mysterious certain aspects of the past remain and the more cer- 
tain kinds of human actions and motivations appear trrational, the more one 
is able to perceive certain detested actors in history as wholly alien. Similarly, it 
becomes easier to maintain — and relish — a narrowly moralistic and judgmen- 
tal stance. If a historical account, in contrast, by its texture, coherence, and 
accessibility, encourages tts readers to project themselves into the mental 
world of the past, then figures or societies may emerge as less alien. This effort 
of sympathetic imagination is a central part of what was long meant by histori 
cal sophistication and “understanding,” even if it also beckons one into the 
quicksands of moral relativism. 

If history is read, or written, under the impelling rush of psychological 
need, emotional release, perceived need for group cohesion, or related judg- 
mental agendas, the very idea of an open and exploratory approach to the 
records of the past may be experienced as unappealing, even threatening, and 
its possible conclusions may appear morally offensive. Philip Roth has provoca- 
tively observed that imaginative literature entails a “moral fantasy” that should 
not “seek to guarantee us of the appropriateness of our feelings.”*> Historical 
inquiry has something in common with fiction in this regard, for while the his- 
torian cannot create characters and situations that did not exist, the variety of 
what has existed is so great that a kindred experience may emerge. History lets 
us see what men and women have been, lets us understand how much more 
remarkable they have been than our untutored imaginations could possibly 
realize. At least such may happen if we are open to such experiences — if we 
have not already firmly made up our minds about what we will “discover.” 


24 See the discussion of these tendencies in Saul Friedlander’s introduction to Yehuda Bauer and 
Nathan Rotenstreich, eds, The Holocaust As Historical Experience (New York, 1981); also, Marrus, 
Holocaust in History; Martin Gilbert, The Holocaust: The Jewish Tragedy (New York, 1986). 

25 Philip Roth, “Writing about Jews,” Commentary, vol. 36, no. 6, December 1963, 446-52. 
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Baron has put the issue of Leidensgeschichte, and the related one of Jewish 
passivity versus responsibility, in revealing historical perspective by showing 
how the modern desire by Jews to believe that they fought back against their 
oppressors is starkly opposed to earlier Jewish consciousness, in which passive 
acceptance of martyrdom was esteemed and writ large in various histories.26 
Accounts of fighting back, so precious to modern Jews, many of whom angrily 
reject the notion of Jewish passivity primarily because of its associated charge 
of cowardice,”’ were for earlier generations of slight interest, or even embar- 
rassing. Sull, one can find little of a genuine or broad consistency in these 
exchanges; a coherent rejection of the notion of Jewish passivity pulls one in 
the direction of Jewish activism — and responsibility, which many of the “we 
fought back school” also implicitly reject. 

Jewish powerlessness is obviously a key theme of modern Jewish history, yet 
the term requires scrutiny. Jews for most of their history have exercised power 
in many areas, for example, in the regulation of their family life or in the 
preservation of cultural and moral values. Even in the political arena, Jews in 
exile have typically used their relatively limited power in highly skillful and 
effective ways.?8 That the twentieth century has witnessed a spectacular and 
tragic failure of time-tested uses of limited power by Jews has tended to blind 
us to this important truth. 

Although the case is more problematic, choices by Jews as conscious sub- 
jects also played an important role in the organization of their economic activ- 
ities. They were not moneylenders or merchants simply because they were 
forced to by the dominant non-Jewish powers; since ancient times they pre- 
ferred those roles to others, for example, that were tied to the land or that 
required heavy manual labor. Jews often chose to live in ghettoes for reasons 
of their own (dietary and other ritual observances, for example), not simply 
because Gentiles required them to. Nor were Jews impoverished merely 
because of oppressive legal restrictions; Jewish tradition and conscious, 
responsible choices by Jews played a role as well. At any rate, more important, 
especially from a long-range perspective, than conscious choices by either Jews 
or their Gentile overlords were impersonal forces, such as population 
increases, rates of economic development, and disease and natural catastro- 
phes, that neither Jews nor Gentiles controlled or even understood. Jews were 
poor in eastern Europe primarily because the overwhelming majority of the 
population in that region was poor. 


46 Salo Wittmayer Baron, //istory and Jewish Historians (Philadelphia, 1964), 94 ff. 


27 For one of the less sophisticated versions of this see Yuri Suhl, ed., We Fought Back! (London, 
1968). The issue touches on Israch charges of the “cowardice” of Diaspora Jews in a broader 
sense, 


2 Biale, Power and Powerlessness, ably develops this theme. 
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The issue of Jewish power might best be considered in terms of the obvious 
or axiomatic: Jewish action, whether evil or good, was effectively conditioned 
by Jewish values or Jewish character. Obviously that action, and even those val- 
ues, encountered obstacles and incentives in terms of the Gentile presence, 
the restrictions imposed upon Jews by their Gentile overlords, and the more 
subtle influences of the non-Jewish majority. But that presence was not usually 
an overwhelming consideration in a long-range and more searching sense. A 
complex interplay resulted, and over the centuries changes in Jewish life 
occurred, but not because of an utterly lopsided influence of one force or the 
other. The values and mores of Jews have changed in striking ways over the 
centuries and millennia. In this light what is inherently Jewish and what has 
been picked up by Jews from surrounding civilizations and integrated into 
Judaism and Jewishness becomes a subtle matter indeed. Jews ranging from 
Arthur Koestler to Jacob Neusner have denied that much inherently and 
generically Jewish has survived, but many others have argued that an original, 
essential Jewish quality has persisted.°9 

A large body of work by historians concerned with history from below has 
stressed the autonomy and vitality of what might be termed “subordinate cul- 
tures,” encompassing blacks, workers, and women.3° The most instructive 
views of oppressed blacks, for example, portray them not merely as passive vic- 
tims but as active agents, combating white oppression in often subtle but per- 
vasive ways, with tools that they have fashioned out of a preexisting African 
identity. The same kinds of points hold for Jews, and more strongly so. 

It is no doubt true that Jews were characteristically observers rather than 
movers and shakers in western civilization. The Jewish people or nation had 
no land, no state, no armies, no titled nobility, no Napoleons, and no Hitlers. 
Such considerations were a fundamental starting point for Leidens- 
geschichte, which concluded that the physically powerless, stateless, and land- 
less Jewish people could not possibly experience the same kind of history that 
Gentiles did. Therefore, aside from describing the sufferings inflicted by the 
Gentle powerful on the Jewish powerless, Jewish historians were almost by 
necessity concerned with the history of Jewish intellectual life —- 
Gelehrtengeschichte: the scholars, sages, and literary men, of which the Jewish 
nation had so many. 

Since the most influential nineteenth-century Gentile historians believed 
that the political state and land-based nation were what historians should write 
about, Jewish historians of that time felt with poignancy the limitations of their 
own historical material. The tendency to concentrate on intellectual history, to 
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the neglect of other factors, has long remained a prominent trait of popular 
and influential works of Jewish history by Jewish historians even by the late 
twentieth century, when such concerns had become far less fashionable in the 
profession.*! 

The interplay of Jew and Gentile has been, and remains, almost inexpress- 
ably rich; a study of Jewish history takes us far beyond provincial concerns. 
Most of the greatest and most famous Jews in history were influenced in deci- 
sive ways by their contacts with surrounding non-Jewish culture and society. It 
is of no little symbolic significance that the most famous of Jews (at least 
before Jesus), Moses, had an Egyptian name; his ideas, insofar as we have reli- 
able knowledge about them — which is, admittedly, not very far — seem to have 
derived from Egyptian sources. Without a constant interplay, century after 
century, with the Gentile world Jews simply would not be Jews in the sense now 
understood. 

The issue is yet more intricate, since many if not most famous and influen- 
tial Jews in the last 2000 years were deeply torn in their identities, often to the 
extent that their relations with other Jews and with Jewish religion were con- 
tentious, to say the least. (Some obvious examples through the ages are Jose- 
phus, Maimonides, Spinoza, Marx, Disraeli, Trotsky, Rathenau, Freud, and 
Einstein.) Similarly, western civilization, especially in the last 250 years, has 
been pervasively influenced and deeply enriched —- if also sometimes bedev- 
iled — by the activities and contributions of Jews, so much so that it is scarcely 
possible to conceive of what that civilization might have been like, for good or 
for ill, without them. An even more sweeping statement along these lines 
might be made about Jewish contnbutions to American culture in the twent- 
eth century. Western civilization is undeniably a “jewified” civilization, however 
offensive the word may be to our ears because of the ugly use made of it by 
anu-Semites; it might well be used proudly. 

These remarks hold above and beyond the obvious influence of Judaism, 
the Jew, Jesus Christ, and his Jewish disciple, Paul. They hold equally above 
and beyond the also obvious contribuuons of Jewish scientists, scholars, politi- 
cians, and social theorists. Jews were deeply and peculiarly involved in the 
emergence of modernity or modernism in Europe and America. In elaborat- 
ing the many “isms” that emerged in response to modern times (industrialism, 
liberalism, socialism, conservatism) Jews were important far beyond their rela- 
tive numbers in society. In a related way, anti-Semitism, hatred of Jews in their 
many roles, is an “ism” of central if elusive significance in modern western civi- 
lization. Anti-Semites believed that Jews were everywhere, and in a sense they 
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were almost everywhere that counted in modern society, in significantly 
greater numbers than strict proportionality would have assured. 


The Rise of the Jews 


The argument that anti-Semitism is a entirely baseless hatred, having 
nothing to do with Jewish reality or Jewish action in the real world, is contra- 
dicted not only by elements of Jewish tradition and by Zionist perspectives but 
also by many other sources. There is, for example, the assertion of the 
extremely influential seventeenth-century philosopher Baruch Spinoza, recog- 
nized as one of the most profound thinkers of early modern Europe, that Jew- 
ish separatism and sense of superiority, inked to Jewish religious rituals that 
insult, denigrate, and threaten other religions, have been the fundamental 
factors in evoking hatred for Jews throughout the ages. In the twentieth cen- 
tury, the noted author Arthur Koestler has stated the matter with characteristic 
bluntness: “The Jewish religion, unlike any other, is racially discriminatory, 
nationally segregative, and socially tension-creating.”*? 

Spinoza and Koestler have been dismissed by some as “self-hating” Jews. 
But other Jewish observers, about whom that charge has not been made, have 
also argued that accurate perceptions of Jews and Judaism have something 
directly to do with the hatred directed at them. For example, the authors of a 
popular volume entitled Why the Jews? argue that it has been just such percep- 
tions, having to do ultimately with the religious values of Jews, that have 
caused anti-Semitism: Gentile hatred springs from the rigor and high moral- 
ity of those values, which threaten those who cannot or will not maintain 
them.*> But one need not turn to such expressions of Jewish self-flattery to 
discover a more plausible and palpable explanation of the nature of specifi- 
cally modern anti-Semitism. 

“The rise of the Jews” had many dimensions, some of which are more 
problematic and uncertain than others. There certainly was a very widespread 
impression, by the mid-nineteenth century of a Jewish rise, whether in the 
minds of Jews themselves or of non-Jews. A perfectly palpable change in Jew- 
ish status, widely believed to be an improvement, was Jewish emancipation, 
the granting of equal civil rights to Jews in most of Europe, beginning in the 
late eighteenth century. The rise was also unmistakable in demographic 
terms, though here further research would certainly be valuable: The Jewish 
population of Europe and America, from around the middle of the eigh- 
teenth century until the Holocaust, increased at a greater rate than that of 
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most non-Jews, and in certain citics and regions of eastern and central 
Europe the rate was strikingly greater. Jews were generally more mobile, mov- 
ing into urban areas in greater numbers than most non-Jews (another gen- 
eral sign of relative improvement, whatever the horrors of the modern urban 
slum). The wealth of Jews on the average also increased more rapidly than 
that of non-Jews, again, in some areas spectacularly more, as did related fac- 
tors such as health and longevity. Even where the Jewish common people 
were known to be desperately poor, as in Austrian Galicia or parts of the Jew- 
ish Pale of Settlement in tsarist Russia, their overall per capita wealth sull 
seems to have been greater than that of the non-Jews, mostly peasants, among 
whom they lived. 

The rise of the Jews had to do as well with a new prominence and visibility 
of Jews in key areas of modern urban life — journalism, medicine, the law, for 
example - in which certain intellectual proclivities were of special importance 
but which also connected with obvious aspects of Jewish tradition and culture. 
The strikingly disproportionate numbers of Jews who won Nobel prizes after 
1905 is one of many signs of success. The same Ruth Wisse who was earlier 
quoted as describing anti-Semitism as functioning “independent of its object” 
observes at the same time, without apparently sensing any contradiction, that 
“the dynamism of the Jews in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries is almost 
unparalleled.”*4 The rise of the Jews, notes Paul Johnson, was above all a rise 
of the Jewish intellectual, whose “shattering importance to modern history” 
can hardly be exaggerated* in nearly all realms but perhaps most strikingly in 
that of left-ving and revolutionary politics. In more mundane ways, when Jews 
and Gentiles were allowed to compete freely, as increasingly was the case in 
the modern world, much evidence indicates that the Jews often outdid the 
Gentiles, and where they did, especially but not infallibly where their numbers 
were large, hatred was the most intense. 

Again what is least doubtful is the zmpresston throughout Europe, among 
Jews as well as non-Jews, of Jewish success, and that impression, even when 
inaccurate in some regards, had profound implications: A once despised and 
legally set-apart group seemed to be prospering more than others, and, more 
to the point, it seemed to be assuming power over non-Jews. A few scandals or 
frauds involving Jews, Jewish braggarts, or strutters — and there was no lack of 
them — set off poisonous spirals of anger, indignation, and envy. 

Without this fundamental factor, this ever more impressive rise, there 
would not have been a specifically modern anti-Semitism, although premod- 
ern forms might well have persisted, and at any rate they continued to be 
mixed with modern forms. (An obvious but often puzzlingly neglected point: 


y 


44 Ruth Wisse, “The Twentieth Century's Most Successful Ideology,’ 
February 1991, 33. 


Commentary, vol. gi, no. 2, 


35 Paul Johnson, A /fistory of the Jaws (New York, 1987), 34! 


22 ESAU'‘S TEARS 


The rise of the Jews did not create a sense of Jewish difference, or hostility to 
Jews, ex nihilo; that sense of difference, and mutual hostility, preexisted and 
would have continued without the precipitous rise of the Jews. But Jews had 
previously accepted a subordinate, deferential position and had been less 
numerous, less visible, and less threatening.) 

The goal of modern anti-Semites was to undo the rise of the Jews and the 
perceived threat of Jewish power and “jewification” implicit in that rise. For 
some that meant merely revoking civil equality, returning Jews to their tradi- 
tionally subservient position, outside civil society and the national community. 
Other anti-Semites spoke more vaguely of “controlling” Jews who were now 
out of control, somehow limiting their numbers, wealth, and influence, with- 
out actually undoing their civil emancipation. Ant-Semites of a more extreme 
persuasion wanted to “remove” Jews from their countries, and a few of them 
alluded to a removal that might be violent, even genocidal. 

Hitler was the most fanatical and successful of those extremists. But how- 
ever appalling his efforts, he finally failed in his goal of eliminating Jews and 
their values. In purely numerical terms, what he accomplished was to reduce 
the Jewish population to something like what it had been, proportionately, 
before the mid-eighteenth century when the rise of the Jews began. The 
issue is, of course, more than numerical: He inflicted on the Jews what may 
be termed their greatest tragedy, in a history marked by tragedies, but in spite 
of the millions killed he did not halt the rise of the Jews in modern times, 
above all in the United States, the most important country of the twentieth 
century. 

To describe modern anti-Semitism as a response to the rise of the Jews in 
modern times does not of course address a more fundamental question: What 
was the nature of anti-Semitism before modern times, before the modern rise 
of the Jews? That question is not the main concern of this volume, but earlier 
outbreaks of Jew-hatred seem to have been related to earlier, roughly compa- 
rable kinds of perceived and real threats by “rising” Jews. Jewish commentators 
throughout the ages have repeatedly warned against provoking the Other 
Nations by “competing too ostentatiously” with them. The Satmar Rebbe, the 
leader of a major hasidic sect, described the Holocaust as the result of the 
Jews’ willful rise, thus breaking their promise to God and freeing the Gentiles 
from their own promise not to oppress the Jews “too much.” It is a recurring 
theme. Solomon ben Varga, in the Renaissance, explained the expulsion of 
the Jews from Spain in 1492 by the extraordinary success of the Jews there — 
and, even more, their tendency to brag about that success.*° Thus, although 
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the rise of the Jews may have been most remarkable in modern times, it was by 
110 Means a unique phenomenon in history. 


The Origins, Evolution, and Ambiguities 
of the Term Anti-Semitism 


Arriving at a fruitful conceptualization of modern anti-Semitism has also 
been much impeded by the remarkably chaotic use of the term over the past 
century. It originally appeared in the 1870s in the guise of what was claimed to 
be a scientifically based, racial antipathy to Jews, as clistinguished from a more 
traditional or long-standing religious antipathy (the first “real,” the second a 
“fantasy”). But from the beginning it was not used consistently, in part because 
“Semite” corresponded at best vaguely to a racial category (and “Semitism,” 
referring to a set of Jewish racial—cultural traits, was even more diffuse and 
dubious, given the diversity of Jews in Europe). The word did have a reason- 
ably precise application as a generic term for a group of languages (including 
Arabic, Aramaic, and Hebrew); less precisely, it referred to Middle-Eastern cul- 
tural patterns — a usage, it should be noted, that has been promoted well into 
the twentieth century by influential Zionists in modern Israel.3” However, as a 
racial term, one that could be used to describe fixed physical and mental traits 
among people who had lived for millennia in far-flung and profoundly differ- 
ent areas of Europe, North Africa, and the Middle East, Semite lacked the 
degree of precision or palpability that other racial terms, such as Negroid, 
clearly had. 

Newly coined words catch on, however, for significant reasons, even if we 
judge them to be bad reasons. There is little question that the very ambiguities 
and subtle associations of the term contributed to its popularity and durability. 
At first “anti-Semite” had a secular and scientific aura to it, which bolstered the 
self-image of certain kinds of Jew-haters and served the purpose of presenting 
their hatred as free of religious bigotry. As the term acquired ever more 
obnoxious connotations and lost respectability in the decades after it first 
appeared, many Jews themselves found it a useful term in denouncing their 
enemies. Its very vagueness and ability to evoke negative emotion were central 
to this usefulness. 

But the use of the term undoubtedly meshed with the perception of rising 
Jews. Many observers, Jews perhaps more than non-Jews, were firmly con- 
vinced that the new, racial anti-Semitism of the 1870s and 1880s was entirely 
justified, given the arrogance and immorality of large numbers of newly 
successful, highly placed, and all-too-visible Jews. Indeed, a surprising number 
of thoughtful Jewish observers actually welcomed the expression of Gentile 
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outrage, hoping that it might persuade certain notorious Jews to moderate 
their style, to choose a path of greater modesty and probity. This peculiar wel- 
coming of anti-Semitism may be seen as a kind of reformulation, in new, secu- 
lar guise, of the traditional Orthodox interpretation of Gentile attacks on Jews 
as deserved, as a form of warning from God. Jews have always been, whether in 
ancient or modern times, among the harshest and most unforgiving of critics 
of Jews. 

The existence of such intra-Jewish hatred raises one of many fundamental 
questions concerning how much hatred of Jews as such can be described as 
the product of a specifically Gentile or Christian mind-set. A 1986 poll in 
Israel showed that fully a quarter of secular Israelis viewed their [ultra] 
Orthodox fellow citizens as “opportunists, liars, and charlatans,”*8 an atti- 
tude that has ample parallels in secular Jewish attitudes during the nine- 
teenth century in central and eastern Europe. The breath-taking hostility 
between various elements of the Israeli population demonstrates in yet 
another way that these hatreds among Jews for other Jews are by no means a 
thing of the past or confined to Diaspora Jews.°9 Can one seriously maintain 
that it is primarily Christianity, or the Gentile world, that produces these 
intra-Jewish hostilities? 

Michael Marrus has suggested a useful way of categorizing degrees or types 
of anti-Semitism. He proposes a set of concentric circles, into which qualita- 
tively different kinds of Jew-haters are placed.” In the outermost circle are to 
be found anti-Semitic tendencies that are mild and unreflective, not strongly 
locked into an embrace by emotional needs. Such “outer-circle” anti-Semites 
occasionally express distaste for Jews but are not particularly preoccupied by 
the subject. More significant, they are open to education; they are capable of 
concluding that their negative generalizations may have been unfair, their rea- 
soning faulty. 

Anti-Semites who grow up in milieux or in cultures where distaste for Jews 
is unquestioned, where it is part of a general worldview, can often be placed in 
this outer circle. They might be sane and decent but still prone to mouthing 
anti-Semitic canards. H. Stuart Hughes, a distinguished American scholar of 
New England Brahmin background, remembers this “conventional anti-Semi- 
tism” of his youth. Once such people leave that surrounding culture, either 
physically or in the sense that they come to have an outsider’s understanding 
of it, they experience relatively little difficulty in forming friendships with Jews 
and establishing otherwise normal relationships with them. Hughes refers to 
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“a long process of disentanglement,”4! a process not unknown to Jews, after 
leaving their ghetto communities to live among those whom their forefathers 
regarded as incorrigible brutes.1” 

In seeking to establish a more rigorous definition of anti-Semitism, it is 
morally justifiable and intellectually useful to exclude this outer circle of 
casual and unreflective thought. Some people whose ideas may be placed in 
this outer circle are simply too lazy, busy, or unsophisticated to work out con- 
sistent ideas to match their immediate perceptions, crotchets, and quirks. 
Such people probably constitute the majority of the populations of Europe 
and America. Others may not have yet devoted much time or attention to the 
issues, failing to perceive how potentially offensive or dangerous their ideas 
might be. Yet others may find that close contact with Jews, or a reordering of 
their cdlaily habits in order to make Jews feel more comfortable, is inconsistent 
with or threatening to their own identity, which of course parallels the feelings 
of some Jews regarding close contact with Gentiles and the reordering of Jew- 
ish life that such contact entails. 

The famous German-Jewish social democrat Eduard Bernstein accepted as 
justified the charges made against Jews in the 1870s and 1880s in Germany. 
Bernstein was not an emotionally disturbed person, living in a world of fan- 
tasy, nor was he someone with an abiding need to hate. But his case brings up 
another important point: He gradually came to the conclusion that the 
charges against Jews, although certainly not imaginary, were in a deeper sense 
unjust, exaggerated, and potentially pernicious, particularly because of the 
kinds of people who were attracted to the anti-Semitic banners. He then 
began to move away from his initial tacit approval of the anti-Semitic agita- 
tion. The great French socialist leader Jean Jaurés was a man of reason and 
profound humanity who was nevertheless initially persuaded of Alfred Drey- 
fus’s guilt and who feared that since Dreyfus was a rich Jew, his friends and 
family would be able to free him by means of bribery or other illicit influ- 
ence. New evidence, however, brought Jaurés to believe in Dreyfus’s inno- 
cence and to work for his liberation. This ability to change one’s mind, to 
react to evidence and reason, is a significant indication of the difference 
between genuine anti-Semites — serious, consistent, dangerous ones — and 
others who express what has often been termed anti-Semitism. 

Marrus suggests that a second, concentric circle is occupied by more single- 
minded, dedicated types, anti-Semites who are able in times of crisis to mobi- 
lize or intensify the low-key, unfocused feelings characteristic of the outer cir- 
cle. These middle-ring anti-Semites are more conscious and consistent and 
become more involved; they may vote for anti-Semitic politicians or join an 
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anti-Semitic organization. Here we may appropriately speak of anti-Semitic 
ideology, of sincerity, of people who gain both intellectual and psychological 
satisfaction through some sort of mythic construct directed against Jews. 

Middle-ring anti-Semites do not support radical solutions, certainly not 
murdering Jews. They are inclined to see Jews as opponents, even possibly wor- 
thy opponents — not devils. They typically grant that there are “exceptional” 
Jews. Many such anti-Semites will even honestly maintain that they wish Jews 
no harm. They, too, may have friends who are Jewish, but they simply believe 
that at least certain numbers of Jews must be subjected to special controls. 
Some of these middle-ring anti-Semites might be termed Gentile Zionists, 
believing in a separate existence of mutual respect, which of course is also the 
attitude of many Orthodox Jews. 

In the inner circle Marrus places the fanatical anti-Semite, the monomaniac 
on the Jewish question. In the eyes of such people the Jew loses any semblance of 
common humanity, any right to fair treatment. Innercircle fanatics make no 
bones about their desire to chase Jews from their midst, even to destroy them. 
Such fanatical anti-Semites are not inclined to compromise, for one does not 
compromise with absolute evil, with the devil. In this case it is no longer ade- 
quate to speak simply of an ideology that satisfies certain subconscious desires; 
innercircle anti-Semites are characterized by hatreds that dominate and seri- 
ously corrupt their personalities. In this inner circle are to be found Adolf Hitler, 
Edouard Drumont, Georg von Schonerer, and Pavolachi Krushevan. If we are to 
accept a language of pathology, here is where it seems most appropriate. 

In normal times the inner-circle fanatic is likely to be considered strange 
and unbalanced by those around him. Indeed, even in times of trouble, the 
monomania and otherwise disturbed personal relationships of the inner-circle 
anti-Semite may well prevent him from being an effective proponent of his 
beliefs. But when anti-Semitic fanaticism is linked to real abilities and political 
savvy, the inner-circle fanatic may be capable of galvanizing members of the 
middle and even outer circle when they are deeply alarmed over economic, 
social, or political matters, so that an entire society can be pulled into the 
twisted world of the inner-circle fanatic. 

Marrus’s model is not without its limitations. The boundaries of each circle 
are hard to delineate, and many anti-Semitic figures appear to span them in 
awkward ways. But the model does allow for a sense of texture, for a relatively 
systematic and coherent way of dealing with degrees of anti-Semitism, and for 
rejecting the simplistic and ultimately dangerous reductionism of the stance 
that all anti-Semitism is essentially the same. 


“Classical Anti-Semitism” 


Premodern religious anti-Semitism and modern racist anti-Semitism, 
especially in their extreme forms, share a significant ideological-fantasy ele- 
ment. In both is to be found a belief in an unchangeable Jewish essence, an 
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eternal Jewish character that is deeply threatening to those among whom Jews 
live. In both, the Jew is perceived as an arrogant, power-hungry outsider, 
scheming to undermine the beliefs, society, and culture of non-Jews. Jews are 
believed to possess mysterious qualities, in premodern times often linked to 
satanic connections, but even in modern times “race,” for all its alleged scien- 
tific status, has had connotations of mysterious and malevolent potency, fre- 
quently having to do with sex. 

However, it is a fair question whether pre-Christian hostility to Jews was 
characterized by the range and intensity of Jew-hatred in the Christian era. 
That is a large topic, but a few words about pre-Christian hatred may be useful, 
for certain aspects of it offer suggestive comparisons to modern anti-Semitism. 
All ancient sources are in agreement that hostility to Jews was particularly 
intense in Egypt, especially in Alexandria, a major economic and cultural cen- 
ter of the ancient world. In the third century, b.c.e. (before the common era), 
Ptolemaic leaders, heirs to Alexander the Great’s empire, had settled large 
numbers of Jews in the city to serve as middlemen and had awarded them spe- 
cial privileges. In subsequent years Jews flocked to the city. Alexandria also 
attracted large Greek and Syrian populations as well as native Egyptians, but 
Jews eventually constituted something like forty percent of Alexandria’s total 
population. 

That the numerous and privileged Jews were resented by the other peoples 
of the city is not surprising, but the special antipathy of the Egyptians was 
probably intensified by factors that may be termed uniquely religious. Egyp- 
tians were portrayed as opponents of the Jewish people in key passages of Jew- 
ish scripture; the god of the Jews proclaims, in Gen. 8.23, “I will put a division 
between my people [the Jews] and your people [the Egyptians].” The Jews at 
the time of Moses similarly recognized that “we . . . sacrifice to the Lord our 
God offerings abominable to the Egyptians.” (Gen. 8.25). Thereafter, Egypt- 
ian humiliation provided occasion for annual Jewish rejoicing in Passover cele- 
brations. Judaic prohibitions against intermarriage or other contacts with non- 
Jews were particularly stringent in the case of Egyptians. Central to Jewish 
identity, then, was a religious belief and a key ritual that commemorated the 
misery and death of thousands of Egyptians, rejoicing that the god of the Jews 
had shown his power, not only by thwarting Pharaoh’s will but by repeatedly 
visiting the land with plague and disaster. 

Obviously, such an account was not easy for Egyptians, themselves a proud 
and ancient people, to accept. In response, a leading Egyptian intellectual 
offered his own account — “discourse” would be the more fashionable term — 
of the Egyptian captivity, one that contrasted revealingly with that in the Book 
of Exodus.*4# The high priest, Manetho, in the third century, b.c.e., declared 
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that the Jews had been driven out of Egypt because they, a band of destitute 
and undesirable immigrants who had intermarried with the slave population, 
were afflicted with various contagious diseases. The pharaonic authorities, 
therefore, expelled the Jews for reasons of public hygiene. Subsequent Jewish 
clannisliness, Manetho maintained, was a result of the earlier identity of the 
Jews as lepers, diseased pariahs; the account in Exodus was an absurd falsifica- 
tion of actual events, an attempt to cover up the embarrassing and ignoble ori- 
gins of the Jews. 

This Egyptian recasting of the Passover story found its way into the writings 
of antu-Semitic authors across the centuries. Nearly all ancient pagan ant-Jew- 
ish writers borrowed from it, and the charge that Jews were originally lepers 
seems to have been bandied about as much as the later charge that the Jews 
killed Christ. Even modern secular tracts against the Jews show traces of influ- 
ence from this ancient source. Hitler and his mentor, Dietrich Eckart, for 
example, interpreted the exodus from Egypt as the result of revolutionary ter- 
rorism by Jews against the Egyptian ruling classes.*6 

We have hittle reliable outside evidence that would indicate how much 
truth there was in the Egyptian counterhistory or, indeed, even how widely it 
was embraced by the Egyptian masses of Alexandria, as distinguished from 
intellectuals like Manetho. To the modern historian, Manetho’s account 
does have the advantage of plausibility (Egypt certainly did have an undesir- 
able immigrant problem) and a lack of miracles. But whatever relationship 
either account may have to actual historical events, it is the psychological 
appeal of Manetho’s account for Egyptians, and for those who later bor- 
rowed from it, that is of particular interest, since it is not necessarily what is 
verifiably true that has historical significance; it is rather what people want 
or need to believe. 

Native Egypuans in Alexandria encountered great numbers of Jews in their 
midst who not only categorized them as “others” (Goyim), idolaters mired in 
uncleanness, but who also considered the Egyptian nation to be an especially 
reviled sort of Other Nation. Moreover, these foreign Jews enjoyed special 
privileges from the Greek authorities and were generally better off than native 
Egypuans. Imagine, then, the psychological sausfactions for Egyptians of an 
account that put the pretentious Jews in their place, that exposed their igno- 
ble and diseased origins. 

Tensions between the Jews and the Greeks of Alexandria were also impor- 
tant, and the two communities rose against one another in violent conflict on 
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a number of occasions. Yet the quality of Jew-hatred among the Greeks seems 
to have been different from that of the Egyptians, since the Greeks were the 
founders of the city and for many years constituted its ruling order. Greeks 
were the very people, in other words, who granted privileges to the Jews — and 
to whom the Jews constantly appealed for yet broader privileges - while the 
Egypuans in the city were a subject people, more often at the bottom of the 
social, economic, and political scale. 

The Egypuan tales, and Egyptian hatred of Jews, may be considered a very 
early and in an important sense “classic” form of anti-Semitism. Egyptians 
derived profound psychological satisfaction from an ideology, or myth, that 
denigrated Jews. Of course others, such as the ruling Greeks, could also find 
sausfaction in the Egyptian tales or variations on them, just as ruling elites in 
modern times could denigrate Jews without sharing the raging resentments of 
the lower orders. The Egyptian ideology was not formulated, it should be 
noted, in the absence of real Jews or even on the basis of a wholly imaginary 
aspect of Judaism. Real Jews and real problems, economic, social, political, 
and religious, were involved. These real, palpable factors provided the con- 
text, the appeal, the driving force for the “fantastic” beliefs of Egyptians about 
Jews. And whether Jews and their religious beliefs were to be considered 
responsible in any sense for the hatred directed at them is by no means easy to 
answer.1” 


Christian Anti-Semitism 


Much scholarly discussion has been devoted to the issue of whether 
Christian anti-Semitism grew directly out of pagan attitudes to Jews and, in a 
related way, of whether modern secular anti-Semitism, particularly Nazism, 
grew out of Christianity or is more accurately to be considered a rejection of 
Christian values and a reversion to paganism. There were undoubtedly funda- 
mental differences between attitudes toward Jews on the part of the Graeco- 
Roman authorities, on the one hand, and of the Christian Church on the 
other. But ancient pagan and early Christian attitudes to Jews were sprawling, 
not internally consistent or unified; elements of overlap and of historical con- 
tinuity are also obvious. Pagan and Christian anu-Jewish attitudes were mix- 
tures, often strikingly inconsistent mixtures, of benevolent and malevolent ele- 
ments. Christian hostility to Jews, similarly, cannot be seen as a single entity 
but rather as something that notably evolved in history; significant differences 
may be traced from the ancient umes up through the Reformation. So, too, 


7 For a revealing exploration of the extent to which anti-Jewish sentiment during the Middle 
Ages had to do with charges based on reality (for example, it was certainly (ue that Jews did 
not accept Christ as the Messiah) as distinguished from those based on fantasy (the charge that 
Jews engaged in ritual murder), see Gavin Langmuir, Towards a Definition of Antisemitism (Berke- 
ley, 1990), V0 FF. 


30 ESAU’S TEARS 


with paganism over the years: The pagan beliefs of the Nazis cannot be plausi- 
bly linked with the paganism of Plato, Aristotle, Seneca, or Marcus Aurelius. 

Undoubtedly, evolving Christian doctrine added potent and original ele- 
ments to the negative imagery of the ancients. Most important in this regard 
was the Christian charge that the Jews had killed the Christ (Greek: khmstos, 
the anointed one) and thus had been abandoned by God, or at least were 
being punished by Him. A common theme in ancient, Christian, and modern 
anti-Semitism may again be detected: Jews are charged with an unjustified 
pride, a desire to destroy, and an outrageous blindness. Christian identity was 
initially hammered out in an early, often fierce struggle against Jews — or, more 
precisely, between Christian Jews and Jewish Jews. Jewish followers of the 
Christ began as underdogs, with feelings of inferiority and persecution in 
regard to Jewish religious authorities, feelings that had few parallels among 
the Greeks and Romans, especially their upper classes. 

In considering the original expressions of Christian Jew-hatred, we arrive at 
an obvious yet seemingly paradoxical conclusion: In the beginning Jews them- 
selves conceptualized and propagated that hatred, since the Christ and the 
first Christians were Jews. Furthermore, the specific kind of anger and resent- 
ment they expressed, even once Christianity began to spread widely outside of 
Jewish circles, derived from a Jewish style and tradition of righteous, monothe- 
istic intolerance rather than from the more tolerant, polytheistic attitudes of 
the Graeco—Romans. 

Christian anti-Semitism in that sense comes from within Judaism, whereas 
the anti-Semitism of the pagans in the ancient world came from outside it. As 
Norman Ravitch has commented, “conflict is always keener when antagonists 
recognize their common ancestry and their close relations.”48 Christians 
claimed to be the “true Jews,” or God’s new chosen people, and in so doing 
they became as intolerant of the Jews as the Jews were of them. At the same 
time, key aspects of Christian belief, as it evolved, came from non-Jewish, 
largely hellenistic sources, above all through the works of St. Paul, himself a 
hellenized Jew, who blended Greek and Jewish elements in dizzyingly esoteric 
ways. In Paul’s hands, and even more in the hands of the writers of the four 
Gospel accounts of Christ’s life, Christianity became anti-Jewish, or at least 
profoundly hostile to the ruling elites of the religion at the time, angrily mock- 
ing and aggressively rejecting key elements of contemporary Judaism. 

Paul rejected Jewish ritualism and legalism, proclaiming the freedom of 
Christians from the “curse of the Law.”49 The writers of the synoptic Gospels 
(Mark, Matthew, and Luke) ostensibly hoped to mask those elements of Jewish 
nationalism and subversion against Roman authority that may have been in 
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Christ’s original message. (It is generally accepted that the authors of the syn- 
optic Gospels wrote in the late Gos and early 70s, that is, at the ime of the 
anu-Roman rebellion in Palestine, although the earliest of them, Mark, may 
date from the qos.) They sought similarly to blame the Jews rather than the 
Romans for Christ’s crucifixion. 

Both Paul and the writers of the Gospels radically redefined the traditional 
Jewish notion of messiah, from that of a secular ruler carrying out a divine 
mission but himself sull fully human and acting in the natural world to that of 
a supernatural figure much resembling the dying and reviving salvation gods 
that were common to many pagan mystery cults of the day. There were cer- 
tainly many overlaps between those cults and early Christianity. Mithraism, for 
example, which was widespread in the area of Paul’s birth, also practiced bap- 
tism and Eucharist-like common meals. The Christian concept of the messiah 
was, similarly, linked to the notion of the suffering servant of God in ways that 
differed from the Jewish understanding of it. 

The desperate, millenarian tendencies within Judaism at the time of 
Christ's birth, moreover, went beyond the prevalent Judaic intolerance of the 
day and tended to demonize their opponents. Such Jews, often influenced by 
radically dualistic tendencies of Babylonian origin, were inclined to describe 
fellow Jews who differed from them in belief and ritual practice not merely as 
mistaken but as active agents of the Evil One, enemies of the one true god, no 
better than the Other Nations, indeed worse.°? 

Another important factor gave a particular flavor to the pronouncements 
of early Christians. In Palestine they recruited primarily from the ame ha aretz, 
or people of the land (roughly “peasants”), who did not keep ritual command- 
ments so scrupulously as the educated and more affluent city dwellers.>! As far 
as the learned rabbis and other members of the Jewish elite were concerned, 
Jesus was a mere manual laborer, wholly lacking in credentials — simply not 
qualified by background and training to be a Jewish religious leader. 

As a Galilean, Jesus was even further suspect by Jewish leaders in Jerusalem, 
since residents of Galilee had much the same unsavory reputation that south- 
ern rustics have for educated city dwellers in twentieth-century America. That 
is, they were considered ignorant, gullible, and prone to violence. Galilee was 
a strong center of nationalist opposition to the Roman Empire and of social 
revolution. In the eyes of the Pharisees, scribes, and Sadducees, Jesus attracted 
around him nothing more than a filthy and dangerous rabble, comparable in 
a modern American context to a southern lynch mob. 

This distinct social and intellectual inferiority meant that the atutude of 
most early Christians in regard to Jews, especially Jews in authority, may have 
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had something in common with the previously described attitudes of the 
Egyptians in Alexandria. That is, they experienced a powerful psychological 
need, as denigrated inferiors, to demolish the pretensions of those in a supe- 
rior position. Even when Christians began to recruit successfully among other 
classes and to assume more important or prestigious positions in society, their 
origins as inferiors to the Jews — and their lingering anxiety about Jewish pre- 
tensions and even more about the persistence and survival of the Jews — indeli- 
bly marked the relationship. 

Early Christian hatred of the Jewish establishment was still further intensi- 
fied by the persecutions that Christians, like other dissident Jewish sects, expe- 
rienced at the hands of Jews in authority. Christian attacks on Jews were often 
seen as counterattacks, or acts of revenge. Paul, the former Jewish Saul, had 
himself been an ardent persecutor of Christians before he so suddenly 
embraced Christianity. Once a Christian, he suffered whippings at the hands 
of Jewish authorities for his proselytizing. In his works, then, he lashed back 
angrily at the Jewish authorities, above all at the Pharisees with whom he had 
formerly been associated. 

Jewish authorities in turn struck back, especially in the period when Jewish 
patriots were fighting the Romans and when Christians were seen not only as 
idolaters and apostates but also as renegades and traitors.®? Perhaps the great- 
est blasphemy conceivable from the Jewish standpoint was for a mere man to 
claim to be the one true god. And that was precisely what the Christians pro- 
claimed their messiah to be.5% 

Once Christianity began to spread outside of Palestine and became a pre- 
dominantly non-Jewish belief, especially after the Roman-Jewish wars of the 
first and second centuries, Jewish persecution of Christians began to subside. 
But the two faiths remained in sometimes fierce competition throughout the 
empire. In the Diaspora, Christian successes were particularly significant 
among the “half-Jews,” those who admired certain aspects of Judaism but who 
were unwilling to take the steps to full conversion. Paul’s Christianity offered 
them the possibility of becoming “Jews,” God’s chosen people, without the 
need, for example, of circumcision. 

Antipathy between Christians and Jews unquestionably spread in the sec- 
ond and third centuries, but among the disparate ranks of the half-Jews who 
became Christians not all were inclined to hate Jews or even to conclude 
that the Jews had been rejected by God. Some modern biblical scholars 
doubt whether Paul himself believed that God had unequivocally aban- 
doned the Jews; rather, he concluded that the Jews had “stumbled but not 
fallen.”>4 A few other scholars have gone so far as to assert that in Paul’s eyes 
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Christ’s mission was specifically to the Gentiles, without entailing an aban- 
donment of the Jews.*5 

Judaism was at any rate not the weak and desiccated affair, dramatically 
pushed aside by a ttrumphant Church, that Christian polemics and apologet- 
ics in subsequent centuries tried to make it appear. It retained, well into the 
fourth century, c.e. (common era), widespread respect from non-Jews and the 
unusual privileges accorded it by the Roman Empire. It remained a more vig- 
orous, vital, and attractive faith than Christian polemicists recognized, 
although it certainly became less of a proselytizing one.*® 

The so-called Pharisaic revolution, which was to a large extent the voice of 
the future in Judaism, stressed good will, concern for fellow beings, and even 
a proselytizing universalism, as opposed to the Temple sacrifices and the 
more tribalistic preoccupations of the Sadducees. In short, Christians and 
Pharisees may be seen as part of a larger “left wing” of Judaism, even if, as is 
so often the case among leftist factions, they were bitterly hostile to one 
another. In the nineteenth century a number of liberal Jewish scholars would 
affirm that they saw no significant difference between the Judaism of Hillel (a 
leading Pharisee) and Jesus, except for what was later unjustifiably added by 
non-Jews to Christ’s original words. Recent scholarship has generally con- 
curred that the teachings of Christ and those of the Pharisees were in many 
points close. 


The Church Triumphant; John Chrysostom 


The notion of a triumphant Church, natural enough to those who can 
see, with the advantage of historical hindsight, that the Church did indeed 
come to dominate much of the western world, was by no means so obvious in 
the first four centuries of what is now termed the Christian era. Christians per- 
ceived religious threats from many quarters, and principal among them, from 
Judaism. The Church Fathers, in their efforts to work out a coherent Christian 
doctrine, lashed out at many heresies, not the least of which were the “judaiz- 
ing” heresies (those that denied the divinity of Christ and implicitly the unity 
of the god-head). Almost all of the church fathers and the major popes in the 
first 500 years of Christianity delivered lengthy attacks on the Jews, often as 
part of general campaigns against pagans, heretics, and other enemies. It is 
instructive for our purposes to look briefly at the church father who has gener- 
ally been considered the most virulently anti-Semitic of them all, John 
Chrysostom, who lived in Antioch, in Asia Minor, in the fourth century. The 
unrelenting fury of John’s anti-Jewish charges, his seemingly wild anger 
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against the Jews, are at once shocking and puzzling to the modern reader. 
What explains the virulence of John’s attacks? Was it something mysterious in 
his character, or were there significant “real” factors that help to explain his 
anger? The fourth century had begun with the Emperor Constantine's eleva- 
tion of Christianity from a persecuted sect to a state-sponsored religion. How- 
ever, by the time of John’s mature years confidence in the triumph of the 
church had experienced a number of rude shocks. The Emperor Julian 
(361-363, “Julian the Apostate” in Chnistian histories) had abandoned Chris- 
tianity. Following him, Valentinian, though a Christian, was unsupportive of 
many Christian concerns. Valentinian’s brother, Emperor Valens, was an Arian 
(that is, the follower of a major Christian heresy). 

Judaizing, then, remained a genuine and pervasive threat to Christians, not 
only because of developments at the pinnacle of power but because large 
numbers of Jews refused to accept Christianity’s triumphalist claims. (Arian 
Christianity may be loosely termed a judaizing heresy — the term became a 
catchall, much like “red” in modern times — although it did not actually deny 
the divinity of Christ; Arian treatment of Christ’s nature defies easy summary.) 
Many Christian leaders found the persistence of Judaism both threatening 
and infuriating. John put the matter revealingly to his listeners in a famous 
sermon in Antioch: “If you admire the Jewish way of life, what do you have in 
common with us? If the Jewish rites are holy and venerable, our way of life 
must be false.”5’ In denouncing the Jewish threat, John, who was a highly 
schooled Greek orator, or rhefor, used the many rhetorical devices that were so 
esteemed by his contemporaries but that are little appreciated and poorly 
understood today. His sermons are filled with the stock phrases and familiar 
metaphors of the time. In describing the Jews as “drunken” and “diseased” or 
as “wolves” who would devour the Christian flock, he was using a language 
that was perfectly familiar to his listeners and that was also employed against 
other perceived threats, including the Arians. 

Such graphic, abusive language was itself an integral part of a stylized 
rhetorical convention, the psogos (“tirade”), which might be described as the 
opposite of a similarly stylized rhetorical form that is more familiar today, the 
funeral eulogy. We all recognize and accept that at a funeral the deceased’s 
faults will be little if at all mentioned. It is considered appropriate to dwell 
upon his or her virtues, even if all present know that they were minimal. So 
with the psogos; it was understood that no effort at a balanced treatment of an 
opponent would be forthcoming. Unqualified invective was expected — indeed 
relished — and the degree of a rhetor’s inventiveness within the stock phrases 
and conventions, the richness and color of his language, was highly esteemed. 

The accomplished rhetor was a cultural hero of the time, roughly compara- 
ble to modern movie stars or athletes, and his speeches were as much popular 
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entertainment as sources of information. The more extravagant and imaginative 
the invective of a psogos, the more admired it was. Accuracy or balance in these 
matters were of little concern. As with Paul Bunyan tales, the very spirit was one 
of unrestrained exaggeration. The extravagance of John’s language must then 
be understood as an aspect of Greek rhetorical conventions as well as a reflec- 
tion of the insecurity that Christian leaders like John felt in regard to the Jews. 

We understand that American political leaders can spit venom at each 
other until election eve and then shake hands and work together afterward. 
The parallel with John and the Jews may seem far-fetched, but there is evi- 
dence that although John perceived the Jews as formidable opponents and 
competitors, he did not hate them to the degree that his sermons would seem 
to indicate to the uninstructed modern eye. In other sermons John recog- 
nized important virtues in the Jews, and he apparently accepted the Pauline 
doctrine, already referred to, that Jews in some sense remained God's chosen 
people.®’ Significantly, John did not urge his followers to commit violent acts 
against the Jews, and, insofar as we have evidence in the matter, no anti-Jewish 
riots or other kinds of physical attacks on the Jews followed from John’s 
famous anti-Jewish sermons. 

Chrysostom’s case illustrates the large difficulties of understanding anti- 
Semitic expressions divorced from historical context. On the other hand, 
works hke John’s lived on and eventually took on a different import. They had 
one meaning in the context of the years in which they were formulated, but a 
thousand years after John delivered his sermons in Antioch the same sermons 
were read, and different meanings were derived from them than was the case 
in the fourth century. 

Thus, although it 1s possible to entertain the proposition that John hated 
Jews less than an uninformed reading of his sermons suggests, those sermons 
were nonetheless a rich and authoritative repository of anti-Semitic expression 
for people, down through the centuries, who more unequivocally hated Jews 
or who became more fully caught up in a metaphysically constructed view of 
them, and who were looking for ammunition, for confirmation of their feel- 
ings. Still, for such later expressions, we must try, as in John’s own case, to be 
sensitive to the historical factors that made Jew-hatred come to life, and not 
simply to assume that John’s influence moved powerfully and mystically, on its 
own, across the centuries. 


The Charge of Deicide; Jewish Survival 


Not all John’s attacks on the Jews can be dismissed as stock rhetoric, as 
words that did not touch upon deep emotions or feed feelings of hatred at the 
time. Similarly, most of the specific, recurring charges against Jews across the 
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centuries — often the justification for violence against Jews — are to be found in 
John’s sermons. He added doctrinal substance to the charge of deicide, and 
by the fourth century this charge had entered broadly into Christian rhetoric, 
not only in the limited sense of asserting that Jewish leaders in Jerusalem had 
demanded Jesus’s crucifixion but also in a general sense that Jews were 
responsible for it - and, more to the point, that they continued to rejoice in it. 
Thus John added his voice to the rising chorus of Christian theologians who 
developed an elaborate theology of hate for Jews and Judaism, a demonizing 
theology in which the subtleties of the Pauline doctrine took second place or 
were simply ignored. 

From the charge that the Jews killed the Christ, the emergence of the 
broader charge that Jews ineradicably or “essentially” hated Christians and 
wished to kill them was a logical step. Because the medieval mind, Christian or 
Jewish, was not sensitive to historical context, such talmudic injunctions as 
“the best among the Gentiles should be slain”5? led Christians to conclude — 
since they certainly believed themselves to be the best among the Gentiles - 
that the Talmud enjoined Jews to kill Christans. The subtleties of the interpre- 
tations of such injunctions by Jews were simply lost. 

From the belief that Jews by their very essence hated Christians and were 
enjoined by the Talmud to destroy them, the further charge emerged, so 
bizarre to the modern mind but consonant with medieval essentialist thinking, 
that Jews continually tried to “kill Christ” by desecrating communion wafers 
(the mystically transformed body of Christ). That charge was the pretext time 
and again for violent attacks: Jews, it was averred, stole communion wafers and 
tortured them — the living body of the Christ! - with pins or befouled them 
with urine and spittle. 

Equally bizarre but of even greater historical importance, reaching up into 
the twentieth century, was the charge that Jews regularly committed ritual 
murders of Christians, especially of virgins and children, since Jews required 
“pure” Christian blood for their various rituals and ceremonies to be mixed, 
for example, into their matzos for Passover. The Passover season, then, which 
is always close in me to Easter, became an occasion of great danger for Jews. 
While Christians were commemorating the death and resurrection of the 
Christ, charges that Jews had killed Christians for their blood often set off vio- 
lent episodes. 

Yet one must again resist exaggeration, for throughout the first millen- 
nium, c.e., before the actual charges of Desecration of the Host or of Blood 
Libel emerged, Jews contnued to enjoy what can only be considered a privi- 
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leged position. In Carolingian times, five centuries after Chrysostom clelivered 
his sermons, most church leaders still looked upon Jews, in the words of one 
scholar, “not as despised pariahs but as dangerous compctitors.”®' Both the 
church and emperors continued, for the most part, to protect the Jews and 
denounce violence against them. 

A number of the Church Fathers, most notably St. Jerome, in trying to 
account for the unseemly survival of the Jews, theorized that they were being 
preserved for some divine purpose, and this general position was frequently 
supported by the popes and other church authorities. One of the most influ- 
ential of popes, Gregory the Great, in the beginning of the seventh century 
ruled that the church should not only tolerate the Jews but also protect them. 
He similarly opposed forced conversions. 

The pronouncements of popes and high church officials did not by any 
means determine what lower officials or the general population actually did. 
During the times of the most notorious attacks on Jews, such as the crusades of 
the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, the episodes of Black Death in the four- 
teenth, and the religious wars of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, the 
attackers were generally the lawless and desperate elements of the population, 
over whom the church - or any other authorities — had little control. Such 
men, significantly, killed not only Jews but nearly everyone in their path. Jews 
were sometimes easier targets because they were typically unarmed, and they 
were tempting because they were often relatively wealthy. 

Insofar as the church in these years consistently encouraged physical vio- 
lence it was not against Jews but against Moslems and heretics — and in such 
cases often with an appalling ruthlessness, as when the heretical Cathari were 
systematically exterminated in the south of France in the thirteenth century. 
Jews were also at times physically attacked or forced to convert at the instiga- 
tion of the church, most famously in sixteenth-century Spain, but these were 
not systematic campaigns to put Jews to death. By the late Middle Ages many 
of the rulers in western Europe, under the influence of the Church, had pro- 
hibited Jews from residing in their realms or had even driven them out. Yet 
the larger generalization holds, in spite of important exceptions: Church 
authorities protected Jews when they could, even while condemning them for 
the murder of Christ.© 

The Middle Ages saw a gradual change in the atutude of Jews to the non- 
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Jews among whom they lived. The self-imposed separation of Jews from “idola- 
trous” non-Jews set down in the Talmud and more or less the norm in the 
ancient world gradually became more difficult in practical terms. Simply to 
survive, to find food and protection from the elements, Jews were required to 
mix with Gentiles, Christian and Moslem, more than they had before and to 
find powerful protectors among the non-Jewish population. Such compro- 
mises were made easier by the reasoning that the Christians and Moslems wor- 
shipped the same god as the Jews and in other ways were not to be equated 
religiously with the loathsome idolaters of the ancient world. Much ambiguity 
remained, however, particularly concerning how rigorously separation should 
be retained in religious ceremonies. (Into modern times the presence of a 
Gentile in a Jewish home on Passover was widely considered to pollute it, for 
example, and wine made by Gentles could not be used by observant Jews.) 
Jews still lived typically as a separate nation and corporate body in the 
medieval scheme of things. 

The Reformation and the religious wars that grew out of it in the seven- 
teenth century were again perilous times for Jews, who were often caught in 
the crossfire of warring Christian sects. Nearly all accounts of the history of 
anti-Semitism mention Martin Luther's attacks on Jews, after his initial friendly 
overtures to them. Most accounts of the origins of Nazi anti-Semitism point to 
poisoned German roots, as it were, in Lutheran belief. Yet on closer inspec- 
tion, Luther’s role in this regard is less clear-cut than usually assumed, and 
again one must question or qualify the role that religion has played in foment- 
ing Jew-hatred. 

The importance of Lutheran beliefs in Germany, or at least northern Ger- 
many, makes plausible the assertion that there is a connection between 
Lutheranism and German anti-Semitism, yet some of the least anti-Semitic 
nations of Europe (Denmark, Norway, and Sweden) are also predominantly 
Lutheran — how rigidly deterministic, then, can we consider Luther’s attitudes 
to the Jews on his followers? Moreover, Luther’s diatribes against the Jews were 
not accepted by most Lutheran leaders and not taught to Lutheran followers, 
during his own lifetime and well into the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. 
Indeed, few rank-and-file Lutherans in modern times were much aware of 
Luther’s anti-Semitic writings. One might then doubt how much those particu- 
lar writings served to prepare the minds of Germans for Nazi racism.% 

It is true on the other hand that modern anti-Semites, the Nazis most 
prominently, ransacked German history to prove how figures from Luther to 
Goethe were anti-Semitic. In that sense Luther’s writings no doubt served to 
provide retrospective legitimacy to modern anti-Semitism, but it is more prob- 
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lematic to consider Luther's writings as part of an unchallenged chain of 
unusually vicious, or “eliminationist,” anti-Semitism in Germany. Luther’s con- 
tribution to the tendency of Germans to accept political authority unquestion- 
ingly is also important in understanding how the Nazis were able to get away 
with their crimes, but an important point in that regard is easily overlooked: 
The German tendency to respect political authority worked, until the 1930s, 
mostly to the benefit of the Jews and was generally applauded by them. 


The paradoxes of the Lutheran tradition are not unusual; many famous pre- 
modern anti-Semites andl the traditions associated with them are more elusive 
in nature than usually appreciated. Goldhagen’s case for eliminationist anti- 
Semitism in Germany might be termed a twentieth-century psogos, a tirade 
that is motivated by goals other than the impartial search for the truth. The 
words not only of Luther but also of Manetho, St. Paul, Chrysostom, and many 
other major figures before the advent of modern times, may be selectively 
pasted together to present what appears to be a monomaniacal concern to 
“eliminate” the Jews, but a paste-job is not history worth the name. This is of 
course not to suggest that a careful historical analysis will not in some instances 
indeed provide evidence of hatred that is very close to monomaniacal. 

Dramatizing anti-Semitic pronouncements, and avoiding all that diminishes 
the drama, is understandable but finally counterproductive. Similarly, to 
describe anti-Semitic ideas in a polemical spirit easily leads to a skewed vision 
of them, especially when the polemic entails the assertion that anti-Semites 
were all utterly blind, possessed by fantastic visions, and reacting to nothing 
actually done or believed by Jews. Manetho, St. Paul, and Chrysostom, what- 
ever their misperception and exaggerations, were facing real Jews and address- 
ing genuine Jewish ideas. Indeed, they were facing Jews who enjoyed power 
and established position; the notion of the anti-Semite as underdog is one that 
needs to be given serious analysis. Even the Nazis began as a mocked and 
widely dismissed fringe element. 


—?2 
Modern Times ; 
(1700 to the 1870s) 


Never has any other religion been so fecund in 
crime as Christianity. . .. There is not a line of its his- 
tory that has not been bloody. . . . The abominable 
cross has caused blood to flow on every side. (Dennis 
Diderot) 


Many a sober Christian would rather admit that a 
wafer is God than that God is a cruel and capricious 
tyrant. (Edward Gibbon) 


The Enlightenment 


Many historians consider the late seventeenth through the eighteenth 
centuries the beginning of modern times in western Europe. European mod- 
erm times are of special significance because they began to set the pace for the 
rest of the world. Those years represent as well a period of renewed esteem for 
the values and accomplishments of the pre-Christian Greeks and Romans. 
This renewed esteem reflected a growing confidence in human reason and 
human powers, what Peter Gay has suggestively termed a “recovery of nerve.”! 
The recovery had obvious roots in the Renaissance and even in the Middle 
Ages, but it reached a high point in the mid-to-late eighteenth century. During 
the Enlightenment, significant numbers of Europe's intellectual elites turned 
away from revealed religion, and especially away from the intolerant attitudes 
they associated with institutionalized religion, in large part because those atti- 
tudes were widely blamed for the horrifying death and destruction in the rel- 
gious wars of the previous century. Even many of those who retained their reh- 
gious faith emphasized the need for toleration. 

An ever more bold reexamination of Christian theology and of the Bible was 
undertaken in those years. Already by the early decades of the eighteenth cen- 
tury various authors had openly argued for the superiority of Graeco-Roman 
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thought over that of Moses and the Jews and what they had brought to 
humankind. Such authors particularly admired the ancient Greeks and Stoic 
philosophy, from which Christian theology and especially Christian ethics had 
in fact heavily borrowed. Other thinkers denounced what they considered the 
bigotry, supersttion, and barbarity of the biblical Jews and looked to a natural 
religion of reason and tolerance. The English Deists were particularly harsh in 
their evaluation of the biblical Jews, arriving at what one author has problemati- 
cally termed “secularized anti-Semitism.”* 

The work of a Jewish philosopher, Baruch Spinoza, had a significant impact 
on such thinkers. In the last decades of the seventeenth century he had pro- 
voked “serious debate about the trustworthiness of the Bible as history and 
about the importance of the ancient Jews.”3 This fundamental reorientation 
had far-reaching implications for the relauionships of contemporary Jews and 
non-Jews, for inevitably much of the religious imagery that had governed their 
attitudes to one another was put into question. 

A key interpretive issue arises: Was the Enlightenment a time when hatred 
of Jews began to diminish, or did its leaders merely refashion the hatred of the 
ancients into new but eventually even more malignant forms?4 An equally tan- 
gled interpretive issue arises in considering the eighteenth and nineteenth 
centuries as a period of bourgeois—liberal triumph. Was the growing middle 
class, due to its attachment to ideas of individual freedom and equality under 
the law, naturally less hostile to Jews than the older, aristocratic elites, or the 
broad masses below? And since the great majority of Jews were neither aristo- 
crats nor manual laborers, were they not natural allies for the non-Jewish mid- 
dle class in its struggles against those two classes? 

Many of the most important thinkers of the Enlightenment rejected not 
only the truth of Revelation, but they also believed that revealed religion had 
exercised a pervasively negative influence on the human spirit. The world 
would have been a better place, they concluded, without Judeo-Christian reli- 
gion. Such thinkers dismissed the idea of a personal god, one who had favorites 
among the world’s peoples, or who listened to their prayers. The Judeo—Christ- 
ian tradition had awakened much that was hateful, 1t was believed; it had 
encouraged superstition, intolerance, and fratricide. Religion turned people 
against one another, perverted their reason; religious passion blinded them to 
a sense of their natural powers and of their common humanity. Since Chris- 
tians recognized some sort of transcendental purpose to the survival of the 
Jews, although the most influential thinkers of the Enlightenment did not, it 
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might be said that there was at least in potential a more destructive element in 
such secular attitudes to Jews. 

On the surface, Enlightened thought seemed to echo what many ancient 
thinkers had said about both the Jews and the Christians, but the ancients 
were inclined to a sense of the inevitable tragedy of life, to a belief in degener- 
ation from an earlier golden age, whereas Jews and Christians believed in a 
coming messianic age, a bright future. In this sense the most influential 
thinkers of the Enlightenment may have been more under the sway of the 
Judeo-Christian worldview than they realized. Many of them viewed their age 
as even greater than the most illustrious of ancient times, and they believed 
that it would continue to improve. 

The ancients’ irritated puzzlement or bemused contempt regarding the 
Jews became a more militant hatred in the works of key eighteenth-century 
writers, especially in France. Voltaire, often seen as a symbol of the Enlighten- 
ment, waged a lifelong battle against the church and organized religion more 
generally. Ecrasez Vinfame! (crush the infamous thing!), he urged. The infa- 
mous thing was dogmatic religion, and men like Voltaire seemed to consider 
Judaism one of the worst forms of it, having infected Christianity with its intol- 
erance and credulity. 

The growing enthusiasm for what science and unaided reason could offer 
humankind was related to the growing conviction, much bolstered by Spin- 
oza’s writings, that much of the Bible was little more than the childish tales of 
primitive minds. Judaism in its eighteenth-century forms was even more widely 
condemned; the life of Jews was wrapped in an absurd and unnatural ritual- 
ism. The Talmud was even more cluttered and preposterous than the products 
of Christian scholasticism. As many Enlightened observers saw the matter, the 
Jews were not only the originators of intolerance, infecung the Christians and 
Moslems, but they also carried it to even greater extremes than did Christians. 
Equally damning, Jews denied human solidarity and fraternity by separating 
themselves from others, considering themselves a race apart, superior and spe- 
cially selected. 

In the course of the eighteenth century these charges took on a new and 
significant twist: Jewish separatism meant that Europe’s Jews had lost contact 
with the unparalleled advances of western civilization. Jews had remained 
medieval, backward, sterile, and resistant to modern science. In their self- 
imposed isolation, their age-old rudeness had intensified, so that now more 
than ever they lacked the social graces and the gentle manners of civilized 
people. 

However, critics of the Jews came to recognize a tendency among at least a 
part of the Jewish population to distance itself from the detested medieval 
past. The Jewish Enlightenment (Hebrew: Haskala) did not in all ways parallel 
trends in the Christian world; it spread later, with different rhythms and tex- 
tures among the general Jewish population, and its center was more in Ger- 
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many than in France. But in the Haskala was the same sense of emerging into 
light, of shaking off superstition, bigotry, and repression. 

Most maskilim (“enlightened ones” in Hebrew) did not reject the Hebrew 
Bible or traditional Jewish learning with quite the same vehemence that char- 
acterized the rejection by the philosophes (“philosophers” in French) of Revela- 
tion and scholasticism. Nevertheless, many maskilim offered harsh criticism of 
Jewish tradition. Isaac d’Israeli (the father of Benjamin Disraeli) lamented 
that the rabbis of ancient Judaism had “cast their people into a bondage of 
ridiculous customs.” Talmudic learning had led to a “degeneration” of the 
Jews; because of their absurd devotion to the study of it, they had become 
physically small and cowardly.5 For their part, traditional Jews did indeed deri- 
sively turn their back on modern science and learning; the suggestion that 
non-Jewish learning might at least be equal to that of the Jews was considered 
heretical by many of the more traditional Jews of the period.® 

Some philosophes expressed a degree of sympathy for the Jews but almost 
always because of the persecution they faced from Christian bigots and not for 
any positive qualities Jews may have had. Very few Enlightened observers, Gen- 
tiles or Jews, had anything sympathetic to say about the rabbis of the age. 
Nearly all Enlightened observers similarly expressed dismay at the cultural 
level and general moral tone of ordinary Jews, apart from a few exceptional 
individuals. 

Enlightenment and Haskala were primarily concerns of intellectual elites, 
not the great mass of the population. However, the virtue those elites made of 
toleration and their hostility to traditional patterns of behavior found abun- 
dant if less strictly intellectual forms of support among the general popula- 
tion. Many who were abandoning the ways of their fathers did so without 
recourse to biblical criticism or philosophical reasoning. In the words of histo- 
rian Todd Endelman, Jews 


slipped into new patterns of behavior without much thought or serious pangs of 
guilt. To focus too exclusively on conscious perceptions of shifting values is to 
ignore these mundane adjustments in human behavior that constitute the stuff of 
reality... . Apathy and carelessness promoted the acculturation of European Jews 
as much as did the Haskala.’ 


Before the French Revolution rapidly and totally transformed the legal sta- 
tus of Jews in France, a number of measures had been passed under Louis XVI 
in the direction of liberalization and toleration. Elsewhere in Europe, most 
notably in Austria, under the Enlightened despot Joseph I, similar changes 
were being discussed and introduced, and earlier, in 1753, a much-debated 
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Jewish Naturalization Bill had been introduced to the English parhament.® By 
the 1780s the issue of the civil status of Jews was being widely discussed among 
the educated elites in the German-speaking states. It was in those states that 
Moses Mendelssohn (1729-1786), the most famous and influential of the Jew- 
ish spokesmen in favor of Jewish civil equality, resided. It was he, perhaps 
more than any other individual in the eighteenth century, who effectively 
combated — by argument and by personal example — the charge of an 
unchangeably evil Jewish essence. Similarly, he argued, against general opin- 
ion, that Judaism and Enlightened principles could be reconciled. He trans- 
lated the Pentateuch into High German (though using Hebrew characters), 
with an accompanying commentary that studiously ignored much of tradi- 
uonal talmudic learning.® 

Mendelssohn was widely admired, but he by no means persuaded his con- 
temporaries that most Jews could or would change. Even those favorably 
inclined to him expressed doubts whether most Jews, because of such prac- 
tices as Sabbath observance and kashrut, could become soldiers or farmers. 
And if they could not, they could not then shoulder the burdens of citizenship 
— and should not be granted the rights of full and equal citizens. To be a citi- 
zen, at any rate, did not at this ume entail, as it would later, becoming part of 
the German nation; even Mendelssohn believed that Jews were and would 
remain a separate people, or nation, inside Germany, with substantially differ- 
ent laws, customs, and beliefs. Still, many were ready to recognize that Gentile 
oppression may have made Jews even worse than they might otherwise have 
been. Mendelssohn’s phrase “they bind our hands and then complain that we 
do not make use of them” was repeatedly quoted by Enlightened defenders of 
Jewish emancipation. !¢ 


The French Revolution and the Jews 


Once revolutionanies had taken over in France after 1789 and had com- 
mitted themselves to destroy the institutions of feudalism, replacing them with 
an Enhghtened constitution, the question of what should be done about the 
Jews was unavoidable. As in Germany, Jews in France were considered, and 
considered themselves, a separate nation, a corporate body with special privi- 
leges granted by the king and with special obligations to him personally. They 
were not Frenchmen but rather Jews, a foreign people of Asian or Oriental 
origin (the terms were used by both Jews and non-Jews), living in France. Such 
a sense of separateness was distinctly stronger among Jews than it was among 
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other non-French but still Christian groups living in France. But it was hardly 
unique: Provincial and municipal fidelities among many residents of France 
also limited their sense of being part of the French nation. Basques, Alsatians, 
or residents of Brittany, for example, spoke different languages and had a 
strong sense of cultural clistinctness from the French. Patriotism in the mod- 
ern sense began to spread during the French Revolution but matured only 
gradually in the course of the nineteenth century, affecting the peasantry only 
in the early twentieth century. 

When the revolutionaries of the new National Assembly proposed to make 
all residents of France into French citizens, equal under the law, sharp dis- 
agreement emerged concerning what should be done in the case of the Jews. 
Should they be recognized in the new constitution as resident aliens, and as 
such subject to special legislation, or should they be allowed to become 
French citizens, equal under the law to all other French citizens? 

Many Jewish leaders, especially the rabbis, were at first hostile to the idea 
of French citizenship. French Jews had struggled, in the decades before the 
revolution, to gain greater freedom from discriminatory taxation, but most 
still favored legal and cultural separation from non-Jews. The rabbis had 
recently attempted to tighten up the bonds of corporate control and sepa- 
rateness to gain greater authority over the general Jewish population, in 
order to “control unruly Jews,” as they put it.!! The last thing most of them 
wanted was a systematic liberalization, giving Jews wider individual rights 
under laws that applied to Jews and non-Jews alike. The rabbis understood 
that such a liberalization would loosen their authority in favor of the author- 
ity of the French state. Indeed, in eastern Europe the idea of civil equality 
would soon be roundly denounced by Jewish leaders as a cynical device to dis- 
rupt the Jewish community — which in truth it often was. The assumption was 
widespread that “Jewish emancipation would have to be carried out against 
the desires of Jewish representatives.”!? 

The Ashkenazic Jews of France, residing largely in Alsace, differed in pro- 
found ways from the small and scattered numbers of Sephardic Jews in the 
country. The Sephardim were generally French speaking, richer, more highly 
educated, and more thoroughly integrated into French society. The Ashke- 
nazim were Yiddish speaking, more often poor and traditional in religion. 
Sephardic spokesmen often emphatically agreed with non-Jews concerning 
the general unsuitability of the Ashkenazim for French citizenship, due to 
their low moral character. 

Even spokesmen for the Ashkenazim were inclined to agree with these per- 
vasively negative evaluations, although most were quick to add that the unfor- 
tunate character of the Ashkenazim was the result of centuries of oppression. 
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In a typically Enlightened fashion they asserted that a hostile environment had 
made them immoral and economically parasitic. Near unanimity among Jews 
and non-Jews apparently existed that the great majority of Jews in France 
needed “reform.” A decade before the Revolution, the Metz Society of Arts 
and Sciences had offered a prize for the best essay on the question, “Are there 
means for making the Jews happy and more useful in France?” One essay 
described the Jews as a physically weak and ugly people, “disgraced by nature.” 
It suggested removing them to the interior and putting them to work on the 
land in order to reform them. Another, written by an Enlightened Jew and 
generally eloquent in its defense of Jews, granted that “persecution throughout 
the centuries had indeed made the Jews a cultural backwater. . . . It accounts 
for the deplorable materialism and cowardliness of the Jewish character.” 

That Jews were degenerate and physically unattractive seemed to pass as 
unchallenged assumptions in discussions among the Enlightened at midcen- 
tury.!4 Another Enlightened Jew, who was one of the prize winners of the Metz 
competition, emphasized the evil of Jewish tradition itself, at least in the form 
that tradition had assumed by the eighteenth century. His essay argued that 
the wickedness of contemporary Jews was not only the result of Gentile 
oppression; the Talmud, the rabbis, the teachings of Judaism were also to 
blame.!® Thus, Jewish essence and an unfavorable environment were neatly 
joined. The implications of that argument were far-reaching: Could Jews 
remain Jews, preserving their traditions, and yet reform enough to become 
French citizens? 

The debates in the revolutionary National Assembly, between 1789 and 
1791, echoed the debates in salons and academies in the decades before the 
Revolution. No one offered a defense of the Jews as they were. Those consid- 
ered friendly to the Jews merely argued that they at least should be given a 
chance to reform themselves; it would be inconsistent to abolish feudalism 
and retain the Jews in feudal isolation. Opponents of the idea insisted that 
Jews would never change —- indeed, did not want to change. Therefore, they 
should simply be designated as resident foreigners, subject to the same limita- 
tions as any other noncitizens who took up residence in France. 

Those defending the notion of civil equality for Jews also reasoned that 
anti-Jewish attitudes were a form of religious prejudice, and a growing consen- 
sus among the liberally minded was that religious conviction should be consid- 
ered a private matter, one that need not get in the way of good citizenship. 
Opponents of Jewish emancipation retorted that Judaism was not a universalis- 
tic religion in the sense that the various Christian religions were. Judaic belief, 
they maintained, included the belief that Jews were a separate nation. It was 
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not then merely a private affair. Jews could not serve in the army because they 
would not eat the food that other soldiers ate. They would not drink wine pro- 
duced by Gentiles. They would not wear the same clothes as other soldiers. 
They would not work or fight on the Sabbath. They could not be depended 
upon to defend the French nation because they were members of another 
nation, one that existed in other countries, potential enemies of France. A left- 
wing delegate from Alsace, while emphatically agreeing that most people liv- 
ing in France should not be excluded from citizenship because of religion, 
insisted that Judaism was a total way of life in which religious, civil, economic, 
and political principles were inextricably intertwined. He concluded, “It is not 
I that exclude the Jews; they exclude themselves.”!© There is little question that 
many traditional Jews in France ancl elsewhere agreed with him. 

The delegates from Alsace, both right and left wing, were among the most 
vociferous opponents of giving citizenship to the Jews. Since Alsace was where 
the largest concentration of Jews in France was to be found, those delegates 
were the ones as well who had had the most extensive firsthand contact with 
them, and in the words of one historian, “there can be no doubt that. . . prej- 
udice was fed by the actual appearance and behavior of the average Jew.”!” 
The delegates from Alsace bitterly and repeatedly complained about the activi- 
ties of Jews in their province.!8 They no doubt harbored fantasies about Jews, 
but it would seem an odd conclusion that those fantasies were entirely respon- 
sible for their hostility to the notion of Jewish emancipation. 

Opposition to the idea of civil equality for Jews from areas where the 
Sephardim were most numerous was distinctly less adamant,!9 and the 
Sephardim were granted civil equality first and separately (again, a develop- 
ment that is difficult to explain if Jewishness alone, or fantasies about Jewish- 
ness, were the only explanation for hostility to Jews at this time). Finally, in late 
1791 after rancorous debate and a very close vote, the Ashkenazic Jews were 
also included. The record of the debate makes clear that this vote was made 
less out of sympathy for them than for the simple reasoning that it would not 
have been consistent with revolutionary principles to leave them out. In addi- 
tion, the Revolution had awakened an intoxicating optimism in its first years, a 
sense that anything was possible for the Revolution — even reforming the 
Jews.?° 

Revolutionary armies carried the reforms of the Revolution to large parts of 
central and southern Europe in the following two decades. On the whole, Jews 


1% Herwberg, Enlightenment, 335. 

17 Katz, Ghetto, 80. 

'® Hertvberg, Enlightenment, 335. 

9 Thid. 

20 William TI. Sewell, Jr, instructively explores the role of revolutionary ideology in this decision 
in “Ideologies and Social Revolutions: Reflections on the French Case,” Journal of Modern His- 
tory, vol. 57, no. 1, March 1985, 69-70. 


48 —ESAU’S TEARS 


in western German-speaking areas and in northern Italy greeted French 
armies as liberators. Ghetto walls were torn down, and Jews were encouraged 
to participate actively in the revolutionary governments that were established 
under French auspices, which many did. Even many of the rabbis who at first 
had been opposed to civil emancipation gradually came to favor it. 


Napoleon and the Assembly of Jewish Notables 


In the early years of the nineteenth century growing numbers of Jews in 
France responded positively and productively to emancipation, justifying the 
predictions of their defenders in the debates of the National Assembly. How- 
ever, hesitations and suspicions remained. Many Alsatians insisted that Jewish 
vices, far from disappearing under the new laws, had actually gotten worse in 
their province. Jews had not taken the opportunity to assume honest physical 
labor but had pursued with even greater success their old ways of usury and 
exploitation. 

The growing chorus of charges about Jews in Alsace finally reached the ear 
of Napoleon Bonaparte, who had gradually taken over leadership of the Revo- 
lution, becoming in 1804 Emperor of France and of the many territories con- 
quered by France’s armies. Napoleon had earlier entertained the idea of 
restoring the Jewish nation to Palestine, and he was widely regarded by Jews in 
western and central Europe as their liberator and protector. He nonetheless 
continued to think of them as a peculiarly troublesome national group with a 
number of tenacious vices that would require special legislation to remedy.?! 

In 1806 he expressed dissatisfaction with the “metaphysical” approach that 
had earlier led to the awarding of equal nights to Jews on the basis of abstract 
assumptions about a common humanity. He now insisted on “facts” and sug- 
gested that an assembly of the Jewish nation, like the French Estates General 
of 1789, be called. The Assembly of 111 Jewish Notables from France and Italy 
that met in 1806 contained rabbis of various persuasions, including some 
moderately Orthodox as well as laymen.?? They were presented with a series of 
pointed questions that touched on the areas of continued suspicion and fric- 
tion: the possibility of genuine patriotic and fraternal feeling for other French 
citizens by Jews; Jewish double standards in money lending and in other rela- 
tions with Gentiles; and whether Jewish law forbade Jews to do certain kinds of 
work or to mix with Gentiles as equals. The answers provided by the Notables 
were transparently designed to put to rest any lingering suspicions. Jewish law, 
the Notables insisted, did not preclude full French citizenship for Jews, obedi- 
ence to the French state, or fraternal feelings for non-Jews. As individuals, the 
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Notables favorably impressed government observers, one of whom termed 
them “highly admirable” men, whereas previously, in the various complaints 
about the Jews, “only the dregs... had come under notice.”25 

The Notables had been selected by French prefects, not elected by the Jew- 
ish rank-and-file. They thus did not speak for all or even most Jews in Europe, 
certainly not most of those in central and eastern Europe, where the over- 
whelming majority lived. How genuinely representative they were of Jewish 
opinion of the time even in western Europe is uncertain. Their answers were, 
moreover, hedged and evasive, as for example when they argued that Jewish 
law did not prohibit intermarriage with non-Jews (except, they recognized, for 
Egyptians and the Seven Canaanite Nations) or when they asserted that 
French Jews regarded Jews of other nations as “foreigners,” just as much as 
non-Jewish French did. 

Napoleon’s advisers did not apparently raise the question of whether the 
Jews, in excluding Egyptians and members of the Seven Canaanite Nations, 
were also rejecting the principle of civil and human equality (Canaanites and 
Egyptians being presumably human in Jewish eyes), a principle that was cen- 
tral to the French Revolution. The more obvious question does not seem to 
have been posed explicitly: Could halakha, traditional Jewish law, and Enlight- 
ened-secular political principles be reconciled without doing violence to the 
essence of that law? 

Napoleon thereafter arranged for a Great Sanhedrin, a central judicial 
body, to emerge from the Assembly of Notables. In the ensuing pronounce- 
ments of this body were to be seen, even more clearly than those of the Assem- 
bly, the assertion that Jews did not, at least not any longer, constitute a sepa- 
rate nation. “The Sanhedrin officially inaugurated the practice of the 
Emancipation era to make Israel appear a religious community... rather than 
as a separate people.”*4 One observer has quipped: “Such majestic irony: the 
Sanhedrin, the supreme judicial institution of the Jewish community during 
five centuries of Roman rule in Palestine, now was summoned to abrogate Jew- 
ish legal authority.”%5 

Many Orthodox representatives expressed vehement hostility to the San- 
hedrin as a “radical assembly” led by Jewish heretics.*° A key consideration for 
these Orthodox was whether the Gentiles with whom Jews were to deal were 
followers of the Noachide Laws (the commandments given to Noah, accord- 
ing to Jewish tradition, which included prohibitions against blasphemy, idola- 
try, sexual immorality, cruelty to animals, murder, and robbery). In other 
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words, they insisted on considering the issue in strictly halakhic terms. These 
were terms that were alien to French revolutionaries and that would certainly 
seem to eliminate many of them, especially the ruthless, blasphemous, and 
sexually immoral Napoleon himself. Even sympathetic non-Jews considered 
the Sanhedrin’s assertions concerning Jewish national identity to be a goal 
rather than present reality.2”7 Those assertions nonetheless did represent the 
voice of the future in western Europe. Yet the ambiguities would return to 
plague both sides. Before long some Jews, and not only the Orthodox, would 
come to wonder about the long-range implications of this bargain: Did it leave 
them with self-respect and the essence of their Jewishness intact? 

Napoleon and his advisors were themselves less than completely persuaded 
by the answers of the Assembly of Notables, as became clear in 1808, with the 
introduction of what the Jews would term the “Infamous Decrees,” which 
declared many debts owed to Jews null and void. Further, under these new 
laws no Jew was allowed to engage in trade without the specific approval of the 
municipality involved, and Jewish conscripts were prohibited from offering 
paid substitutes to take their places in the army. Napoleon’s subsequent state- 
ments made it clear that he still believed Jewish law encouraged usurious 
exploitation of non-Jews and that special legislation would be necessary to 
induce Jews to abandon their centuries-old antisocial practices. 

His viewpoint had wide support: Jews stull had a lot of reforming to do; such 
seemed the consensus. And Jews themselves, whatever their religious position, 
might well retain certain reservations about the moral qualities of the Goyim 
with whom they were to enter into a new epoch of humanity and fraternity. 
But many observers on both sides were initially inclined to believe that the 
effect of an impatiently awaited freedom would solve all remaining difficulties. 


Contrasts between East and West 


The civil emancipation of Jews was retained in various degrees by most 
of the states that were subject to French rule, in spite of setbacks and back- 
lashes in the reactionary decades after Napoleon’s downfall in 1815. By mid- 
century a significant part of the Jewish population of western and central 
Europe, especially in the advanced urban areas, had accepted the fundamen- 
tal break with the Judaism of the past. They had undertaken, in short, to 
“improve” themselves. Concurrently, growing numbers of Gentiles came to 
accept the idea of Jewish civil equality. Even where Jews faced continuing limi- 
tauions on their exercise of citizenship, many if not most shared the optimism 
of the ume and believed that as enlightenment spread among Gentiles and as 
Jews continued to improve themselves, those limitations would soon fall, as 
indeed they did to a large degree by the 1860s. 


*7 Kolber, Napoleon, 165. 
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The situation in eastern Europe in the nineteenth century was distinctly dif- 
ferent. The Ostjuden, or castern Jews, most of whom lived in areas under the 
control of the recently much-expanded Russian Empire, still typically lived in 
premodern conditions. And from the standpoint of most ordinary Jews in east- 
ern Europe — not just the rabbis — modern ideas originating in western Europe 
were a snare of the Evil One. Cultural assimilation and civil equality held few 
attractions for most eastern Jews. Even the small but growing minority of self- 
consciously modernizing among them generally retained a strong sense of 
themselves as a permanently separate people, with no interest in becoming 
Poles, Russians, or Romanians. 

This division within Ashkenazic Jewry between western and eastern Jew 
evolved into a condition even more stnking and important than the previously 
discussed division between Sephardim and Ashkenazim. Jews who had resided 
for a generation or more in modern cities like Paris or Berlin generally had a 
low regard for those Jews in the backward, scattered “townlets,” or market 
towns (shtetlekh in Yiddish, mestechki in Russian), in which millions of Osyuden 
livecl.?8 Jews in the West were inclined to view Jews of the shtetl (pl., shtelekh), 
in eastern Europe as rude, dirty, and superstitious. The Ostjuden, small num- 
bers of whom continued to move into western Europe in the middle years of 
the century, were for western Jews painfully embarrassing reminders of a dis- 
tasteful Jewish past; they were what western Jews had been before they had 
begun to improve themselves. 

Western Jews viewed the Jews of eastern Europe not only as embarrassingly 
backward, ragged, and filthy; the imagery they employed paralleled that of the 
anti-Semites. Western Jews often described Osyuden as parasitic and filled 
with hatred for non-Jews, those specifically Jewish qualities that were the 
source of the most insistent and hostile remarks by anti-Semites about Jews 
generally. And since those embarrassing “eastern cousins” continued to filter 
into western areas, the process of Gentle-Jewish reconciliation and adjust- 
ment, western Jews lamented, was being constantly disrupted.*° 

The problem was aggravated in that the economic and cultural distance 
between western and eastern Jews tended to widen in the course of the century. 
In the West (including France, Switzerland, the German and Italian states, the 
Netherlands, Belgium, Great Britain, Scandinavia, and the western parts of the 
Habsburg Empire) the high hopes of the Enlightenment for unceasing progress 
found ample fulfillment. The standard of living of all classes improved 
markedly, especially by the 1850s and 1860s, and Jews did especially well, most 
of them gradually entering the prosperous middle and upper-middle class, or 
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bourgeoisie, in an age that was widely proclaimed to belong to the middle 
classes.*° 
The improvement was not only material. Jews who had been peddlers and 


wa 


dealers in secondhand clothing, with all that such activities implied in low 
social standing and coarseness of manner, gradually assumed the gentility and 
deportment of the educated western bourgeoisie. Away went the cassock, ear- 
locks, and sheytl (the wig covering the shaved head of the married Jewish 
woman). The German sense of Bildung, of rational self-control and aesthetic 
refinement, became a potent model for the largest population of Jews in the 
West, those in German-speaking lands.*! 

In the first six decades of the nineteenth century, the Gentile bourgeoisie 
in most western countries was engaged in a protracted struggle for political 
rights, for the introduction of liberal political and economic institutions. The 
Jewish bourgeoisie was generally welcomed as an ally in this struggle, and Gen- 
tile iberal reformers were among the most consistent proponents of full civil 
equality for Jews. Among some of them a kind of philo-Semitism evolved; 
warm friendships between an elite of cultured Gentiles and Jews were com- 
mon.*? Just as during the years of revolution in France, when the Third Estate, 
led by the bourgeoisie, was termed the only useful estate, so in Germany the 
Burgertum, Jewish and Gentile, was described by its defenders as the general or 
universal order (Allgemeiner Stand), in which political virtue and social utility 
were to be found, as contrasted to the idle uselessness of the nobility and even 
parasitic harmfulness of the priests and rabbis. 

In France and England, where there were significantly fewer Jews than in Ger- 
man-speaking central Europe, the Jewish population was even more overwhelm- 
ingly inclined to take up the manners and liberal political beliefs of the educated 
gentleman, whether bourgeois or noble. The classical education of such gentle- 
men increasingly became also the education of the Jewish bourgeoisie, for whom 
the ancient pagan authors Homer, Aristotle, and Cicero now vied with the books 
of Moses and utterly vanquished the talmudic commentary on those books. Ger- 
man, French, and English classics replaced the works traditionally read by 
learned Jews; Kant and Goethe, Diderot and Voltaire, Shakespeare and Dickens 
took precedence over Rashi and Maimonides. In Vienna, by midcentury, Jewish 
students in the Gymnasium (the elite secondary school) openly mocked the rab- 
bis who were sent to teach them traditional Judaism. As a historian of Viennese 
Jewry has concluded, “For many, Judaism paled by comparison to Plato, Sopho- 
cles, or Julius Caesar, the real heroes of the Gymnasium world.”°3 
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Eastern Europe did not enjoy a comparable rise in material welfare; desper- 
ate poverty among Jews as among other peoples remained widespread, as dic 
disease, superstition, and illiteracy (contrary to common belief, illiteracy did 
exist among the poorest of Jews). Moreover, while political liberalizauon in 
the West was being refined and extended to ever-widening strata of the popu- 
lation, a heavy-handed, erratic, and often corrupt despotism prevailed in cast- 
ern Europe. Although Jews suffered from various legal restrictions, they were 
nowhere actually enserfed or enslaved, as was a major part of the non-Jewish 
lower classes. In that and a number of other important respects Jews remained 
privileged, usually better off materially than the peasant masses. 

Another difference in eastern Europe was that Jews did not — could not - 
ally with the Gentile bourgeoisie in favor of a liberal program, since the east- 
ern European non-Jewish urban middle class was minuscule. Even in those 
urban areas where there was a numerically significant non-Jewish bourgeoisie, 
it was also often foreign, typically German in the North, Greek in the South. 
Moreover, the eastern Jewish bourgeoisie was a westernizing bourgeoisie; even 
when it took up Polish or Russian as its language of communication, it 
retained a cosmopolitanism that was not typical of other groups. 


Trends within Judaism 


Rather than being affected by Enlightenment, refinement of manners, or 
Bildung, the great mass of Jews in eastern Europe had followed a contrary 
path, toward hasidic Judaism, which was pietistic, mystical, and plebeian — as 
well as aggressively anti-rationalist. The hasid could be positively disdainful of 
fine manners and of traditional Jewish learning, to say nothing of the intellec- 
tual and cultural products of the Goyim. All were seen as obstacles to godliness. 

The hasidic masses had litte use or emotional predilection for bourgeois 
virtues; they had scant understanding of or appreciation for liberal beliefs in 
individualism, self-reliance, rationality, and critical acumen. The overall style 
of the hasidim, to say nothing of their standards of hygiene, was shocking to 
the cultivated middle and upper classes, Jews and non-Jews. The Jews of the 
Austrian province of Galicia were notorious in these regards. Sigmund Freud’s 
mother, Amalia, was described by her grandson as a member of a “peculiar 
race ... absolutely different from Jews who had lived in the West for some gen- 
erations. .. . These Galician Jews had little grace and no manners; and their 
women were certainly not what we should call ‘ladies.’ ”54 

To the western Jew the hasid appeared boorish, malodorous, and fanatical; 
to the hasid the western Jew was cold, formal, and vain —- fair game for the 
most damning of epithets in Yiddish: apikoyros (free-thinker) or meshumed 


4 Martin Freud, Sigmund Freud: Man and Father (New York, 1958), 11; cf. John Murray Cuddihy, 
The Ordeal of Civility: Freud, Marx, Lévy-Strauss, and the Jewish Struggle with Modernity (New York, 


1974), 100-1. 


54  ESAU’S TEARS 


(convert, apostate). As far as the western Jew was concerned, the hasid had 
perversely turned his face against modern times and had locked himself into a 
culture of poverty, backwardness, and intellectual slavery. For the hasid the 
western Jew had abandoned God and piety for money and material welfare or 
for other, even less worthy forms of “Gentile pleasures” (goyim nakhes). 

These contrasts were less simple than a mere East-West division, however. 
Within eastern European Jewry, the so-called mitnagdim (“opponents”) were 
fierce enemies of the hasidim, maintaining a more traditional taste for sober 
study and restrained religious expression, as opposed to the swaying prayers, 
vociferous singing, and sweaty religious exultation of the hasidim. For the mit- 
nagdim the hasidim were the radicals, those who were breaking with a long- 
established Jewish tradition. Both mitnagdim and maskilim in eastern Europe 
were typically among the more affluent and educated of eastern Jews, and they 
were often favored by the authorities, further intensifying the suspicion and 
hatred for them by the hasidim, whom officials were more likely to distrust 
and mistreat. Thus, religious differences had important economic, social, and 
political dimensions. 

Jews in German-speaking lands took up Hochdeutsch, or High German, and 
caustically belittled the traditional Ashkenazic tongue, Yiddish, itself mostly 
German in vocabulary and grammar. They spoke the noble and dignified lan- 
guage of Kant and Goethe, while the Ostjuden retained a “jargon” — a nasal, 
whining, and crippled ghetto tongue. The reactions of the overwhelming 
majority of western-educated German Jews to Yiddish paralleled and indeed 
epitomized their attitudes to the Ostjuden. Yiddish was, as one assimilated Jew 
typically put it, a “barbarous mishmash.” It was “an insult against all languages, 
which it wrenches and distorts, monstrous in form and shocking in tone.”% 
The anti-Semites would put it no more strongly, and the Zionists of the late 
nineteenth century, as well as Israelis of the twentieth, would add their voices 
to the abundant abuse of Yiddish as a proper language for self-respecting Jews. 

The assimilation of Jews in the West entailed not only the enjoyment of an 
unparalleled prosperity, political freedom, and cultural refinement, a related 
alteration of Jewish religion was introduced, basing itself on the thought of 
Mendelssohn and other maskilim. This alteration subjected traditional 
Judaism to an often withering scrutiny. Many long-standing criticisms of 
Judaism by Gentiles were accepted as valid. Western Judaism became “spiritu- 
alized,” emphasizing the more universalistic elements of traditional Judaism 
and deemphasizing the tribalistic and ritualistic. 

The specific institutional forms that this alteration assumed were different 
from country to country, but in a general way they all sought to make Jewish 
religion not only more spiritual but more private. Jews became less publicly 
visible, whether in speech, gesture, dress, facial hair, or eating habits. And just 


% Wistrich, Socialism, 1.42. 


MODERN TIMES (1700 TO TH 1870s) 55 


as this more spiritual Judaism emphasized points of common belief with Chris- 
tianily, especially Protestant Christianity, so within their places of worship 
reforming Jews borrowed extensively from Christian practices: They intro- 
duced greater brevity, simplicity, and decorum in the services; they played 
music, allowed the sexes to sit together, and listened to sermons in modern 
languages. Many, similarly, no longer observed kashrut or the laws of niddah 
(the elaborate regulations concerning contact with menstruating women). 
Some Jews even advocated an end to circumcision; the kissing and sucking up 
of the blood of the infant's just-circumcised penis, in the traditional bris cere- 
mony, was a source of shock or derision for Gentiles who heard of it and fur- 
ther embarrassed western Jews who considered the entire ceremony cruel or 
primitive. 

Followers of Orthodox Judaism, who gradually became a small minority in 
the West, often considered this break with the Jewish past to be as significant 
as the schism within Christianity between Protestantism and Catholicism. Bit- 
ter conflicts of authority developed between Reform and Orthodox ralbis. 
But the latter were on the losing side, and they represented the more rural, 
less educated, and poorer Jews. Many Jews in the West became extremely lax 
in observing Jewish rituals, typically idenufying themselves in a vague way with 
ethical monotheism, just as many Christians rejected much traditional dog- 
matic belief and ritual. Many Christians and Jews expressed profound relief in 
escaping what was for them the suffocating confinements of the faith of their 
forefathers. 

As many of them viewed the matter, some sort of convergence of Christian 
and Judaic belief appeared possible around common ethical and metaphysical 
beliefs of a rationalistic and spiritualized nature. For both Christians and Jews, 
their identity as members of a modern nation began to take precedence over 
their religious identity. German Jews, for example, were careful to insist on the 
distinction that they were “Germans of Jewish faith,” rather than Jews residing 
in Germany or members of the Jewish nation in Germany, as Jews had consid- 
ered themselves only a few decades before. 


Secularism and Divided Fidelities 


During the middle years of the nineteenth century, growing numbers of 
Christians and Jews found a new purpose and a new fellowship in the secular 
ideologies and movements of the day, particularly in political liberalism. Ger- 
man Jews played an important role in the National Liberal (right—liberal) and 
Progressive (left-liberal) parties in the German Reich, and Jewish voters in 
Germany overwhelmingly chose one or the other of those parties. Similarly, in 
the Habsburg Empire liberal parties won the overwhelming fidelity of micclle- 
class Jews, especially in the major cities Vienna, Prague, and Budapest. 

Anticlericalism on the part of former Christians became a major force ina 
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number of western countries. A Jewish equivalent, that is, a systematic hostility 
by western Jews to rabbinical authorities, certainly existed but was less promi- 
nent, mostly because Judaism, or the rabbis who led it, exercised nothing like 
the nationwide secular authority of the Christian churches. But general attacks 
by Jews on religious superstition, bigotry, and ignorance — both Christian and 
Judaic — were widespread. 

Nearly all western Jews harbored a special detestation for what they iront- 
cally dubbed the Wunderrabbiner (wonder rabbis), the leaders of the hasidic 
masses, supposed miracle-workers, who ruled with a sometimes corrupt hand 
over their often gullible followers. Of course most western Jews had little sus- 
tained contact with the hasidic leaders, but knowledge of them filtered west- 
ward with the movement of Jews out of eastern Europe. Even inside eastern 
Europe, progressive Jews were inclined to blame hasidic leaders for much of 
the hostility that Jews experienced. 

The inroads that non-Jewish ways made among Jews im the nineteenth cen- 
tury had few parallels in Jewish history. Even the hellenistic, Arabic, or Spanish 
influences of the past, which certainly exercised powerful attractions for Jews, 
do not seem to have so utterly overwhelmed such large numbers of them in 
their sense of independent worth as Jews. This potent cultural hegemony was 
part of a much wider triumph of western civilization, one that gathered force 
into the early twentieth century and that continues, if diminished, to this day. 
Just as non-Europeans throughout the world have wrestled with the dilemma 
of how to retain a sense of their own unique identity while incorporating cer- 
tain elements of western civilization — elements that they find difficult to 
ignore — so European Jews wrestled with the dilemmas and ineffable complexi- 
ties of acculturation and assimilation. 


The Liberal Years of Midcentury 


In the West, the years of the midcentury, especially the 1850s and 1860s, 
active and visible opposition to the notion of Jewish civil equality declined, 
though hardly disappeared, confirming the general optimism of the period 
concerning what freedom and equality would gradually bring in terms of 
human enlightenment. Most of the remaining legal restrictions concerning 
Jews were lifted, and many Jews became prominent politicians, respected busi- 
nessmen, successful artists, and influential writers. In Russia, the 1840s and 
1850s were dominated by the policies of Nicholas I, the most repressive and 
paranoiac of modern monarchs in Russia. Jews in the West looked eastward in 
horror — and in thankfulness for their own relatively favored situation. 

Racist ideas gained wide popularity in western Europe in these same 
decades, yet racism did not yet translate into focused expressions of hatred for 
Jews as a race or even into effective opposition to Jewish emancipation. It is 
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obviously true that hostility to Jews in a more general sense continued to live 
what Jacob Katz has termed an “underground existence” or what Jackson 
Lears has more suggestively termed a “counter-hegemony,”** just as many, per- 
haps most, Jews retained in the inner reaches of their psyches reservations or 
anxieties about what full membership in modern European societies might 
entail. But in these middle years of the century political parties did not 
denounce Jews in their programs; laws were not constantly proposed to “con- 
trol” Jews. 

All of these things would come later, in the more troubled last quarter of 
the century, but much of the population of in western and central Europe 
either had more pressing concerns (these are years of national unification for 
Germany and Italy, for example) or were willing to grant that the experiment 
in Jewish emancipation might be working. Gratification concerning material 
prosperity, optimism about the future, and exhilaration over national tri- 
umphs all smoothed over possible friction. This period of liberal triumph has 
been referred to as the “honeymoon years” of Jewish-Gentile relations. In 
truth, these relations were not much like romantic love, but even if the honey- 
moon imagery is accepted as appropriate, these years have been given, retro- 
spectively, rosy hues that cannot bear rigorous scrutiny. And honeymoons 
always end, sometimes with bitter reflections concerning the flawed beliefs 
and naive expectations upon which the union was initially conceived. 


Backward Russia and the Ostjuden 


The great advances in the West left Russia behind, and her leaders 
became steadily more anxious concerning how progress in western Europe, 
especially in terms of increased military power, might threaten Russia. Yet, an 
imitation of western models promised to open a Pandora's box. Already in the 
early part of the century, European modernization had delivered a shock to 
the countries involved. For many Russians, a similar prospect for their country 
was wholly unacceptable. Russian institutions and traditions and objective con- 
ditions in Russia all seemed less adaptable. And in no arena did the issue of 
liberalization and modernization appear more threatening than that of Rus- 
sia’s Jews. 

In Russia’s western territories was concentrated by far the largest population 
of Jews in Europe, indeed in the world, and that population grew rapidly in the 
nineteenth century, more rapidly than most of the surrounding populations. 
Jews in the Russian Empire were approximately four tmes more numerous 
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than in the Habsburg Empire, ten times more numerous than in Germany, 
and a hundred times more numerous than in France (5 million in Russia, 
1.3 million in Austria-Hungary, 500,000 in Germany, 40,000 in France 
toward the end of the century). Jews were only one of a large number of con- 
quered peoples or nations in the Russian Empire. Thus, the French model of 
an integral nation would have been incomparably more difficult to introduce 
into Russia and was not seriously entertained. At times brutal efforts were 
made by tsarist authorities to russify their various minorities, but the goal of 
russification was not to create an integral nation on the French model but 
rather to enhance the power of the central state and assure fidelity to the 
autocratic tsar. 

In this regard the contrast with France is especially revealing, for the 
unbending demand by French authorities that French Jews speak French, 
attend French schools, follow French laws, and in pervasive ways adopt French 
culture was willingly accepted by most Jews in France. In Germany as well, Jews 
willingly became German in pervasive ways. But in Russia the populations to 
be russified, both Jews and other non-Russians, were significantly larger, more 
heterogeneous, and resistant. Moreover, to assimilate Russian culture was a 
less attractive prospect for them than to become French was for minority 
groups in France. The distinguished economist and sociologist Franz Oppen- 
heimer, himself a German Jew, wrote, 


Jewish culture, as it has been preserved from the Middle Ages in the ghettoes of 
the East, stands infinitely lower than modern [western] culture. . .. But it would 
be impossible for the Eastern Jews to be Russian or Rumanian. . . . For medieval 
Jewish culture stands as far above Eastern European barbarism as it is beneath the 
culture of Western Europe.3/ 


Many regions in Russia’s western and southern provinces were a quilt-work 
of nationalities, whose members lived side-by-side within towns, townlets, and 
villages, yet retained distinct identities and living standards. Leon Trotsky 
remembered how, during his childhood years in southwestern Russia, “in the 
German section the houses were neat . . . the horses large, the cows sleek. In 
the Jewish section the cabins were dilapidated, the roofs scattered, the cattle 
scrawny.” The Ukrainian and Romanian peasants in the area were even lower 
in the economic and social scale.*8 

Russian Jews throughout the nineteenth century remained a nation most 
emphatically apart from the dominant Great Russians and from the other 
nationalities among whom they lived (Poles, Ukrainians, Byelo-Russians). 
Jewish national distinctness was obvious in many regards: religion, lan- 
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guage, dress, diet, and even civil law. Russia’s political institutions, reigning 
religion (Russian Orthodoxy), customs, and history all seemed particularly 
unfavorable to the prospect of a harmonious compromise between Jews and 
non-Jews. Stringent prohibitions against Jews settling in Russian lands had 
been in force up to the late eighteenth century. The various Judeophobic 
strains to be found in other forms of Christianity were especially strong in 
Russian Orthodoxy; judaizing heresies had long been viewed with special 
aversion. The countervailing tendencies of toleration and philo-Semitism, 
seen especially in certain varieties of Protestantism, were weak in Russian 
Orthodoxy. Thus trouble was to be expected when Russia expanded into 
eastern Europe from the 1780s to 1815, suddenly bringing millions of Jews 
into its jurisdiction. 

In the preceding three to four centuries Jews in great numbers had 
moved from central and western Europe into Poland and the surrounding 
lands dominated by the Poles (Lithuania, the Ukraine, Byelo-Russia). Polish 
kings and nobles had welcomed Jews, and Jewish settlers in Poland thrived. 
The Jews were promised protection, autonomy, and corporate privileges, as 
were other foreign national groups in these years, most importantly, Ger- 
mans. Thus, although Jews and Germans had settled in these lands centuries 
before the Russian occupation, their foreign origin was never in question, 
whereas Poles or Ukrainians were considered indigenous peoples. Indeed, 
Jewish and German settlers were both firmly intent on maintaining their sep- 
arate identity. However, an elite of German settlers did gradually russify and 
merge into the ruling orders of the Russian Empire. Such was not the case 
with the Jews. 

Jews in Poland occupied a peculiar economic and social stratum. They 
often took up the role of commercial middlemen, serving the Polish royalty 
and nobility as agents, stewards, and overseers, helping the upper classes to 
manage their lands. A proverb spoke of Poland as “paradise” for Jews and 
nobles, but “hell” for peasants.?° For centuries Jews in Poland enjoyed more 
protection by kings and nobles, more civil autonomy and religious freedom 
and than anywhere else in Europe.?! 

Jewish life in Poland was hardly uninterrupted bliss. In the mid-seven- 
teenth century, a time of ferocious religious warfare throughout Europe, the 
Ukrainian leader Bogdan Chmielnicki rose up against Polish domination, 
exacting a bloody and wanton retribution on Polish overlords, Catholic clergy, 
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and Jews. In the course of the next century the arrival and increasing power of 
the Jesuits in Poland heightened insecurity for Jews but did so even more for 
the Protestant German settlers. 

Recent research has suggested that the misfortunes of Jews in Poland were 
not quite so widespread or crippling as they have been portrayed in Jewish Lei- 
densgeschichte. Historians now doubt that hundreds of thousands of Jews 
were killed by Chmielnicki’s forces, as earlier accounts stated. In Poland as in 
much of the rest of Europe in these chaotic years, stomach-turning atrocities 
were committed, but it is open to serious question if Jews suffered in substan- 
tially larger numbers than others caught up in the raging battles. A recent 
painstaking historian has concluded that in fact most Jews avoided violence at 
this time and that the ravages of Chmielnicki’s forces must be seen as a “brutal 
but relatively short interruption in the steady growth and expansion” of Polish 
Jewry.*? By the end of the century Jews had sufficiently recovered economically 
and demographically that they represented ten percent of Poland’s popula- 
tion. The figure is revealing in that such a percentage ts impossible to account 
for had the destruction been as great or had the Jews died in anything like the 
numbers claimed by seventeenth-century Jewish chroniclers.4#3 The modern 
rise of the Jews, then, had substantial roots in seventeenth and eighteenth cen- 
tury Poland. 

The various partitions of Poland in the late eighteenth century and the 
final settlements agreed to at the Congress of Vienna in 1815 gave Russia the 
largest part of a no longer independent Poland. The Russian tsar became the 
king of what was called Congress Poland, encompassing a much smaller area 
than prepartition Poland. Prussia took the relatively small western Polish 
province of Posen, and Austria, the somewhat larger southwestern Polish 
province of Galicia. Thus, Prussia and Austria also suddenly acquired Jewish 
populations that were much larger and more concentrated than had been the 
case before. 

By the middle years of the century, the Jews of Posen and Galicia were 
awarded Prussian and Austrian citizenship, including the right of free move- 
ment. They took advantage of it to an impressive degree. For example, in 
1817 forty-one percent of Prussia’s Jews lived in recently acquired Posen; by 
1910 that figure had dropped to six percent. Hundreds of thousands of Jews 
also left Galicia in the same period for the opportunities of modern city life in 
the Empire, in Prague, Vienna, and Budapest, and of course in the New 
World. Jews in Russia’s newly conquered provinces, however, were mostly 
required to remain in the so-called Pale of Settlement. As non-Christians they 
were generally forbidden to migrate to the big cities of Holy Russia’s interior, 
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St. Petersburg and Moscow, or indeed even to Kiev, also considered a city holy 
to Christians, which was squarely within the Pale. 


The Pale of Settlement 


“Pale” in this unfamiliar sense meant “fence” or “boundary,” and the 
Pale of Settlement generally enclosed those territories in which large Jewish 
populations were to be found. Technically, Congress Poland was not part of 
the Pale (a point not often understood), but most of the extensive territories 
to the east and south of Congress Poland, once ruled by Poland (Lithuania, 
Byelo-Russia, the Ukraine), were included in it. The tsarist state did not will- 
ingly recognize corporate rights, feudal heritage, or even Roman law," and 
thus Russia’s takeover of formerly Polish territories, where such recognition 
had existed, seemed to promise an end to the “paradise” of protection, auton- 
omy, and privilege enjoyed by the Jews. But in fact Catherine the Great, the 
ruler at the ume of the partitions, “treated her new subjects with even-handed 
liberality,” and the extensive privileges the Jews had enjoyed under Polish 
rule were guaranteed. 

Catherine was no friend of the Jews, but she hoped to encourage trade and 
industry in Russia. She gave her new Jewish subjects an equal fooung with 
Christians in municipal governments, and she granted them admission to the 
urban estates of “townsmen” (meshchane) and members of the merchant 
guilds.*6 However, a large contradiction was contained in this recognition of 
Jewish urban privileges, for many Jews at this time lived not in towns or cities 
but in villages and market townlets (the previously mentioned shtetlekh). In 
principle they were required by the new laws to move to areas officially 
defined as urban, but in practice they usually did not, since their livelihood 
depended upon contact with the peasants. In the course of the following cen- 
tury, this contradiction would be the cause of much grief to the Jews of the 
Pale. An overriding concern of many tsarist ministers was to separate the peas- 
ants and the Jews, because it was believed that the Jews not only exploited the 
peasants but corrupted them, especially through the sale of alcohol, leading to 
drunkenness, indigence, and unrest. 

Sull, tsarist oppression was less fearsome and less omnipresent than many 
accounts maintain. Even under the arch-reactionary Nicholas I (1825-1855), 
Jews retained most of their privileges, and they were by no means the only 
nationality or religious group that faced official suspicion and mistreatment. 
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The Catholic Poles, more numerous and far more inclined to violent resis- 
tance, were viewed as a larger problem by tsarist authorities, who often 
resorted to the strategy of divide-and-rule, playing upon the antipathies of 
Catholic Poles, Jews, Protestant Germans, Uniate Ruthenians, and Greek 
Orthodox Ukrainians. 

The notorious drafting of Jews into the army for terms of up to twenty-five 
years under Nicholas I, a familiar theme of Leidensgeschichte, was part of an 
effort to rationalize the government, making Jews, like others, responsible for 
military service; it was not primarily designed to persecute them, although 
given the privileged status of Jews up to this point, they tended to perceive it as 
persecution, a sharp and cruel break with the special consideration they had 
long enjoyed under the Poles, which included not serving in the military. 

In the course of the century large numbers of Jews from Prussian Posen 
and Austrian Galicia eventually prospered and entered the middle and upper- 
middle classes. Tsarist authorities, in introducing the Pale of Settlement, were 
determined to avoid exacerbating their own potentially far greater Jewish 
problem. They were intent on keeping large numbers of Jews out of Holy 
Mother Russia, on “fencing” them into the newly incorporated non-Russian 
lands. Still, the notorious inefficiencies and inconsistencies of tsarist policies 
often undermined such goals. 

The Pale of Settlement covered a vast area. Its legal confinements, and the 
corruption of those who enforced them, could be stifling, but the geographi- 
cal space was not. Jews were no more territorially confined in the new Russian 
holdings than they had been when those same territories were under the 
“paradise” of Polish rule. The Pale enclosed in fact a larger area than France 
or Spain; it stretched from the Baltic to the Black Sea, an area of approxi- 
mately 1 million square kilometers, forty times as large as the modern state of 
Israel. 

Descriptions of the quality of life within the shtet] communities have 
undergone remarkable shifts. The venomous denigration of the culture of 
the shtetl that was typical in western Europe for most of the nineteenth cen- 
tury stands in sharp contrast to the tendency, especially in late twentieth-cen- 
tury America, to romanticize and celebrate it. The romantic “cult of the 
Ostjuden” went through a number of stages, from the often highly intellectu- 
alized efforts to discover Jewish authenticity in eastern Jewish communities by 
thinkers like Martin Buber, around the turn of the century, to the banalities 
and anachronistic accounts offered by American television, popular novels, 
and Hollywood. 

What is most often overlooked in most recent accounts is that life in the 
shtetl was not only materially poor but often cruel and benighted. Trotsky 
wrote of a scene from his childhood, “engraved in my memory forever”: The 
Jews of the shtetl were dragging a woman through the street, kicking her, 
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screaining at her, and spitting on her, since she had violated the sexual mores 
of the community.” Trotsky was a hostile observer, like millions of other Jews 
happy to have put that world behind him, but the point remains that few mod- 
em citizens could tolerate the cramped and intolerant life of the shted for 
even the briefest period. 

A large part of the problem in arriving at a balanced view of tsarist rule and 
the quality of shtetl life is that the profound transformations in the Pale in the 
nineteenth century are easily misunderstood. Similarly, the Pale was diverse in 
geography, nationalities, and administrative regulations. Rather than being 
consistently and uniformly bad, the legal situation of the Jews varied from 
region to region and fluctuated significantly under different tsars, provincial 
governors, and local authorities. Nicholas I was the most repressive. Alexander 
II (1855-1881), the “tsar liberator,” was relatively liberal, especially in his first 
years. Alexander III (1881-1894), taking over after his father had been assassi- 
nated, was once again repressive. 

Jews could move about, own land (surely the belicf that Jews could not own 
land ranks as one of the most often heard oversimplifications about their sta- 
tus, both in Russia and elsewhere in Europe*®), engage in commerce, and 
attend universities. To be sure, each of these activities was regulated with a 
heavier hand and more erratic and corrupt management than in most western 
states. Jews may have experienced these regulations as more burdensome than 
others did because of the rapidly expanding numbers of Jews and their ten- 
dency to concentrate in certain occupations; few peasants were concerned 
about whether they got into the university, while many Jews were. 

As the century progressed, increasing numbers of Russian and Polish Jews 
were obliged to take up manual labor. There had long been a fairly large class 
of Jewish artisans, and there were even some Jews, around once percent of the 
total Jewish population, who worked the land with their own hands, as 
opposed to hiring Christian peasants to do it, the more common situation. 
But Jewish agriculturists were never legally tied to the land, as were large num- 
bers of Russian peasants until the 1860s. 

In the Pale of Settlement as a whole, ten to fifteen percent of the population 
was Jewish (the only comparable concentration outside of Russia was in Galicia, 
at eleven percent), but Jews were concentrated in much higher numbers in 
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some areas. Bialystok’s population in the 1860s was approximately seventy-five 
percent Jewish, Moghilev’s, around ninety percent, and the population of Lodz 
was also overwhelmingly Jewish. By 1900 over half of the urban population of 
Lithuania and Byelo-Russia was Jewish. In Bessarabia (the province bordering 
on Romania, touching the Black Sea) and in Congress Poland the rate of 
growth of the Jewish population appears to have been about three times as fast 
as that of the non-Jewish population. The southern cities of Kishinev and 
Odessa, which would see major pogroms in the early twentieth century, had 
populations that were fifty percent Jewish. Commonly, Jews made up over 
ninety percent of the business class in Russia’s cities. During the liberal or 
reforming period of Alexander II, large numbers of permits to leave the Pale 
were issued to certain categories of Jews who were deemed especially useful to 
the state. These included Merchants of the First Guild, doctors, skilled artisans, 
and prostitutes. Illegal passage out of the Pale was commonplace if risky; Russia 
had something like 500,000 illegal Jewish residents by the latter part of the 
century.49 


Russia’s “Liberal” Experiment 


The twenty-two year reign of Alexander IT (1859-1881) was devoted to 
catching up with western Europe. Alexander’s goal was to bring to Russia the 
industrial productivity, institutional efficiency, and the military strength that 
caine through western-style modernization. However, he sought to introduce 
and shape those reforms from above, without the broad participation of the 
people. Alexander oversaw far-reaching changes in the state bureaucracy, the 
judiciary, and the military; he opened up trade and communication; and he 
liberalized the press laws and freed Russia’s serfs. 

The loosening of the existing restrictions on Jews was part of a general pro- 
gram. They were encouraged to buy land and to become farmers (a few did, 
some successfully, in dairy and sugar production, for example). They were 
encouraged to attend universities, to hold public office, and to enter the free 
professions, and they did so in unprecedented numbers. To be sure, the great 
mass of impoverished Jews benefited relatively little from such changes, and 
anu-Jewish feelings were by no means effectively curbed. Sull, Jews in Russia 
thrived materially in the 1860s and 1870s. Fortunes were made by an elite of 
Jewish merchants and industrialists, especially in textiles, liquor, tobacco, 
sugar, and railroad construction. These decades in Russia were thus not unlike 
the liberal 1850s and 1860s in western Europe in terms of Jewish upward 
mobility, the growing social differentiation of the Jewish population, and the 
tendency of a growing number of Jews to break with tradition. 
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However, the absolute and relative number of Jews inside Russia was signifi- 
cantly greater, just as the poverty of the Jewish masses was more extensive and 
seemingly intractable. Jews in Russia became rich entrepreneurs by the hun- 
dreds, perhaps thousands, comfortable professionals by the tens of thousandls, 
but the great majority of Jews — hundreds of thousands and millions - 
remained poor, some of them probably poorer than before because of the 
rapid increase in their numbers, the inability of traditional occupations to 
absorb them, and the inescapable disruptions of rapid economic and social 
change. 

Industnialization produces winners and losers: Some Jews became rich, but 
increasing numbers of them entered the ranks of a pauperized proletariat. It 
was a development with parallels in the experience of the lower orders in west- 
ern countries, but there were important differences. The Jewish proletariat in 
Russia only rarely entered into areas of primary production; there were few if 
any Jewish miners or steel workers, for example. Relatively few Jews were 
employed in the most modern factories, on the docks, or on the railroads. 
Employers in the primary industries would often not hire Jews, and non-Jewish 
workers at times refused to work beside them. Strenuous manual labor was 
widely regarded as inappropriate for Jews, and observance of Jewish ritual 
requirements undoubtedly did make it more difficult for observant Jews than 
for non-Jews to enter most areas of primary production. Such considerations 
explain in part the tendency of Jews to enter the clothing and needle trades, 
where a degree of independence was possible, and where the labor, although 
arduous, did not require great physical strength. 

There was a further religious factor at work, in that the Judaic ordinance 
known as sha’atnez forbids wearing clothing made of more than one fabric, 
and thus Jews tended to produce their own, properly woven clothing. Similar 
considerations, deriving from the ordinances of kashrut, explain the large 
number of Jews engaged in preparing food. In short, factors coming from Jew- 
ish tradition, from within the Jewish community, had a palpable influence, in 
this and in other regards, upon the economic decisions and fortunes of Rus- 
sia’s Jews. 

In the West the creation of a proletariat, under the stresses and strains of 
industrialization linked to rapid population growth, had been a fundamental 
cause of much popular unrest. Such stresses and strains were perhaps even 
greater in Russia, and the implications for Jews still graver, for mixed into the 
social and economic tensions were religious and ethnic tensions that although 
hardly absent in the West, were more severe in Russia. In the sprawling indus- 
trial centers, like Lodz and Bialystok, thousands of Jews from the shtetlekh, 
often desperately poor, were put into competitive relationships with thousands 
of Christians, former peasants and artisans, no less poor. By the 1880s relations 
between Jews and non-Jews in many urban areas were often tense, as were rela- 
tions between many other ethnic groups as well as between social classes. 

Although great numbers of Jews remained in the ranks of a propertyless 
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working class, many were able to develop managerial skills, the special know- 
how necessary to succeed in a modern economy. Jews became prosperous 
industrialists, merchants, bankers, doctors, and lawyers in proportionately 
much larger numbers than did Great Russians, Byelo-Russians, Poles, or 
Ukrainians. Jews also entered white-collar employment in sharply dispropor- 
tionate numbers, while the Slavic nationalities tended to remain in unskilled, 
manual labor. Opportunities for upward advancement on a limited scale 
existed for the Slavic nationalities in the military and the civil service, 
although such posts were mostly reserved for Great Russians and for those of 
privileged birth. Jews were largely excluded from the government, especially 
its upper echelons, and from the ranks of the officer class unless they con- 
verted to Christianity or had medical degrees. 

Even when the upper classes of the Slavic nationalities entered into areas of 
modern urban production, they frequently engaged Jewish managers or 
agents. In the countryside aristocratic landlords typically used Jewish lessces 
(the arondators, a combination of innkeeper and agricultural agent) to do the 
work of collecting rents and taxes, hiring and firing, and keeping accounts, as 
well as introducing measures of economic innovation. Exploited peasants 
often dealt most directly with Jews and found it easy to blame them for their 
miseries. On the other hand, there is much evidence of normal, harmonious 
relationships between Jewish managers and peasants. Nonetheless, peasants 
and workers often fell deeply in debt to Jewish innkeepers. Eastern European 
Jews were also infamous in the nineteenth century for involvement in activities 
associated with the saloon, as pimps, or in the language of the tme, in “white 
slavery,”°? but also in other illegal activities. A substantial Jewish subculture of 
criminality thrived in cities like Odessa and Bucharest. 

Anti-Semitic conclusions were frequently drawn from the prominent partic- 
ipation of Jews in the liquor trade, saloons, usury, prostitution, smuggling, and 
racketeering. Such conclusions were drawn in the West as well as in eastern 
Europe and were part of the reason that western Jews often tended to con- 
sider Jews from eastern Europe to be social deviants, parasites, and criminals. 
Jewish reformers did not deny the existence or extent of Jewish criminality but 
rather emphasized how much the environment in eastern Europe encouraged 
criminality. They expressed concern about what they termed the “unnatural” 
situation of Jews in eastern Europe and the unhealthy Jewish character that 
resulted from it. Western Jewish leaders campaigned with special vigor to root 
out the large participation of Jews in prostitution. 

Even the extraordinary success of Jews, as the century progressed, in busi- 
ness, medicine, law, and white-collar professions was also seen as unnatural 
and worrisome, begging for some sort of governmental control, some mea- 
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sures that would allow non-Jews to enter into those areas in greater numbers, 
more in proportion to their numbers in the population at large. Leaders of 
the awakening nationalities in central and eastern Europe — Ukrainians, 
Czechs, Slovaks, Romanians — typically reasoned that a vital first task for them 
was to nurture their own business and middle classes, which meant pushing 
Jews, and sometimes Germans or Greeks, out of their overwhelmingly domi- 
nant position in those classes. 

But Jewish business and professional success was only part of the story. 
Large numbers of Jews were also sinking into degrading poverty, driving them 
and others who were outraged by their condition in desperate directions. One 
such direction was that of revolutionary activity, which became increasingly 
characteristic of a minority of young, idealistic Jews in the late nineteenth cen- 
tury. Anti-Semites in Russia were inclined to perceive yet another area of Jew- 
ish vice, one that emerged from the destructiveness of Jewish character, in the 
unusual proclivities of Jews to engage in subversive activity. 


Revolutionary Agitation and Tsarist Reaction 


The early to mid-1870s had seen much reformist and revolutionary fer- 
vor in Russia by the narodniks, or populists, culminating in the famous “Going 
to the People” in the summer of 1874, a bitterly disillusioning experience for 
the young idealists who encountered an uncomprehending and suspicious 
peasantry. Arrests and repression followed, and thereafter activists took a more 
violent and terroristic direction. When Alexander II was assassinated by revolu- 
tionary conspirators in 1881, much attention was drawn to the Jews involved 
in the conspiracy, especially since a number of Jewish revolutionaries and ter- 
rorists had gained notoriety in the immediately preceding years. Following the 
assassination, popular rioting against the Jews, or pogroms (the word origi- 
nated in Russia), broke out in many areas. 

In some areas, the authorities did suspiciously little to stop the rioters, and 
in a few instances in the south of Russia police officials apparently condoned 
the riots, or at least were unenthusiastic and inefficient in repressing them. 
In northern Russia more conscientious police action nipped mob violence 
off at the bud. The charge that the tsarist authorities actually engaged in a 
concerted plan, or plot, to foment the riots, believed by many Jews at the 
time and supported since then by many historians,5! finds little support in 
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the documents or even in what might be termed a plausible explanation of 
developments at the time.5? The new tsar and his highest officials were taken 
aback by the mass violence and feared at first that the assassination and riots 
were part of a planned revolution. Only later did it emerge clearly that the 
riots were largely spontaneous and that revolutionaries had little to do with 
instigating them, though a few did applaud them afterwards, considering 
them a sign that the Russian masses were awakening and attacking their 
exploiters. 

The charge of conspiracy in one sense gives the tsarist authorities too much 
credit, since they were not sufficiently in control of the country to plan such a 
mass uprising. Indeed, they were often haunted by a sense that powerful 
forces inside Russia and outside it — forces that many of them identified with 
the Jews — were threatening the Russian way of life. At any rate, instigating 
mass violence was not the kind of thing that most tsarist officials were tempera- 
mentally inclined to do. They were above all concerned with control, law, and 
order. Many of them no doubt sincerely believed that their job was to care for 
the peasant masses, but at the same time they were convinced that those 
“dark” and ignorant masses required a strong hand. The last thing in their 
minds was to encourage the common people to riot and rampage. 

The year 1881 marked a distinct end to the cautious liberal experiments of 
the 1860s and 1870s. Alexander’s violent death seems as well to have acted as 
a Catalyst for the mounting social and ethnic tensions of the time. Revealingly, 
the riots were all urban in origin, though they then sometimes spread to the 
surrounding countryside, and they seem to have been primarily the work of 
recent arrivals in the towns and cities of the south and southeast, many of 
them Great Russians who had lost their jobs in St. Petersburg and elsewhere in 
the industrial crisis and depression of 1880 and 1881. 

These jobless, rootless, and alienated men had already been the cause of a 
sharp rise in urban crime in the South; some had even tried to get arrested so 
that they would at least have food and shelter in jail. Anti-Semitism may not 
have been primary for such men; Jewish shops and homes were simply natural 
and easy targets. There is some evidence, however, that local non-Jewish busi- 
nessmen, artisans, and professionals, resentful about Jewish competition, 
encouraged the roving bands to attack the Jews.55 A rumor spread that the 
new tsar, Alexander III, would soon issue an ukaz (imperial decree) to “beat 
the Jews” in punishment for the assassination of his father, and this rumor, 
combined with the news of the violence in the towns, may have provoked peas- 
ant actions against Jews. On the other hand, much testimony speaks for good 
relations between peasants and Jews in the countryside; many peasants pro- 
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tected their Jewish neighbors, and some of the looters were contrite after- 
wards, returning their plunder. 

Alexander III set up a commission to investigate the causes of the pogroms, 
and the commission presented him with a report that emphasized the 
exploitative activities of Jews as the principal cause. Citing the need to 
“respond to popular indignation,” officials under the new tsar introduced the 
May Laws of 1882. (These were sometimes called the Temporary Laws, since 
they were described as mere temporary measures to respond to pressing 
needs; they were supposed to be replaced later by more definitive measures, 
but they were in fact not formally repealed until 1917.)5 

The May Laws may be seen as one of many reflections of a long-building 
disillusionment in Russia’s ruling circles with the reforms of the previous two 
decades. The Laws were designed to bring Russia’s Jews under control, since 
they had, in the eyes of the authorities and many other Russians, so gotten out 
of control in the previous “liberal” governing environment. Movement of Jews 
out of the Pale of Settlement was made more difficult. Restrictions on Jews’ 
holding mortgages or leases on land outside of cities and townships were 
introduced to control what was considered the increasingly unscrupulous 
exploitation by Jews of peasants. Quotas on the number of Jews allowed in 
higher education were established to reduce and stabilize the numbers of Jews 
in the universities. The new goal was around ten percent, since by the 1870s 
the percentage of Jewish university students had grown much beyond that fig- 
ure in many areas, although total numbers were still quite small. 

The 1880s marked the beginning of a massive Jewish emigration out of the 
Russian Empire, one of the most extensive movements of people in modern 
times. The effect of the growing social and ethnic tensions, the pogroms, the 
new legal disabilities, and the efforts of tsarist officials to exploit resentments 
against Jews was intensified by the economic depression of the 1880s. In bal- 
ance, economic factors were almost certainly more important than political 
ones; even without Alexander’s assassination the Jewish flight from eastern 
Europe would have occurred, and indeed had begun to rise markedly before 
he was shot. Movement out of Austrian Galicia in the 1880s, where there was 
no comparable political repression but where Jews were also poor and rapidly 
expanding in numbers, was as important as movement out of Russia. Ethnic 
hostility mixed with economic pressures. In both western Galicia, with its Pol- 
ish Catholic majority, and eastern Galicia, where Greek Orthodox Ukrainians 
were the majority, rising nationalist feelings turned against the Jews in the 
form of boycotts of Jewish merchants and middlemen or of marketing cooper- 
atives designed to avoid dealing with Jewish businesses. 

Throughout the middle years of the century, in Russia as well as in Germany 
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and Austria, Jews had been moving into urban areas if and when they could. 
Now opportunities to get out of Russia opened up as never before, especially 
for those willing to go to the New World. Railroads and steamships could now 
carry the emigrants, employers were ready to hire them, and vital connections 
and contacts in the receiving countries and along the way were available as 
never before. Previously, one could speak only of a trickle or at most a steady 
flow of immigrants; now, Jews from eastern Europe arrived in floods — when 
relations between Jew and non-Jew had already begun to worsen in western 
countries for reasons largely indigenous to those countries. The arrivals of 
impoverished Jews from the East, long considered a problem, now acted as a 
radical intensifier, providing support for the parallel charge in the West that 
something had to be done to “control” Jews and to address a growing “Jewish 
problem.” 

Alexander III, while moving to curtail the liberal reforms of his father, still 
believed it vital to support Russia’s industrial growth, and Russia in the 1890s 
made giant strides in industrialization, aided by large-scale investments from 
western Europe, especially from Russia’s new diplomatic ally, France. But in 
sponsoring growth in the new industrial cities, Alexander also encouraged the 
continued expansion of those new social classes within Russian society that 
were already causing so much tension. Political parties would soon form, 
above all liberal parties, but revolutionary socialist parties as well. Workers 
began to organize, to grope for ways to protect their interests. In such efforts 
Jews and Jewish workers particularly distinguished themselves, confirming the 
belief among the authorities that Jews were a disruptive, destructive force. 

But before pursuing that theme further, it is necessary to look at a related 
charge, then maturing in western Europe: that Jews were a destructive race. 


The Concept of Race 


By the middle years of the nineteenth century, the term “race” came to 
be commonly and unapologetically used by nearly everyone in western 
Europe, Jew and non-Jew, educated and ignorant, rich and poor, conservative 
and socialist, French and German. Much imprecision was associated with the 
term; in origin its meaning was close to the words “sort” or “kind,” and this 
usage lingered, as for example in the term “the human race.” But a more 
focused usage was also taking shape; consensus was emerging that race 
entailed an unchangeable, inherent physical type. Most observers also con- 
cluded that there was a link between body type and psyche; the common use, 
again by Jews and non-Jews, of the term the “Jewish race” is a prime example. 
In stark and revealing contrast to the situation by the mid-twentieth century, 
few questioned that there was a Jewish race. Many spoke of it as an unusually 
clear example ofa pure race. 

For us to appreciate the singular appeal of the notion of race in the nine 
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teenth century requires a large effort of historical imagination, especially 
because a comparable use of racial categories today is so universally con- 
demned on moral grounds and because the very concept of race, especially a 
“pure” race among humans, has been mostly abandoned by anthropologists 
and biologists. But in the nineteenth century racist terminology was employed 
not only by leading scientists of the day but also by other observers to support a 
wide range of intellectual trends. Racist terminology even crept into the writ 
ings and speeches of many of those on the liberal and socialist left, self-pro- 
claimed universalists who believed character was the product of environment 
and who opposed tribalistic identities. In a related fashion, almost all of what 
have been seen as the major forces for change in the nineteenth century, how- 
ever conceptualized (industrialization, the emergence of new social classes and 
economic structures, the progress of science and technology, nationalism, 
imperialism), had important racist implications and were often interpreted in a 
racist fashion. 

Why was racism so appealing? Part of the explanation is simple enough, for 
attitudes that might be termed racist have existed and continue to exist in all 
societies. Most peoples view themselves as both different and in some sense bet- 
ter than “the others.” The ancient Israelites were, to offer an obvious example, 
no exception. Modern educated parlance tends to term such attitudes “tribalis- 
tic” or “ethnocentric.” A number of twentieth-century anthropologists have 
observed that primitive tribes typically do not recognize the humanity of others; 
indeed the very concept of a universal humanity is alien to the thought patterns 
of primitive peoples. They do have terms for themselves that are superficially 
akin to the English words “the people” or “human beings,” but those terms do 
not apply to individuals from other tribes. What is forbidden among the people 
~ murder, theft, or rape - is permitted, sometimes even encouraged, in regard 
to outsiders. The notion of human rights means nothing outside of the tribe. 

Even after universalistic concepts, whether religious or secular, became 
widespread in Europe, racism or tribalism persisted. However, it would be 
facile to categorize such thought patterns as merely reversions to more primi- 
tive ways of thinking, since it is often difficult to extricate what can be properly 
denounced as racist from what is “identity,” or a sense of cultural distinctness 
and unique value. These are matters that often he at the heart of what is most 
impressive and attractive in various civilizations. Radical universalism leads in 
the direction of sameness and lack of distinct character, a danger that can be 
just as unattractive as that offered by radical particularism, or tribalism. The 
notion of Jewish identity, and the aversion to losing it through Gentile-domi- 
nated universalism, constitutes again an obvious example. 

It is instructive to review briefly just how pervasive racism has been even 
among the most refined civilizations of the West and the world. The ancient 
Greeks had a low regard for the non-Greek barbarians; the very word “barbar- 
ian” apparently derives from the Greek sense of the crude sounds (“ba-ba”) of 
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non-Greek languages. Aristotle believed that the peoples of northern Europe, 
those future self-styled superior Aryans, lacked intelligence and skill. The 
ancient Greeks were inclined to believe that some peoples, or races, were infe- 
rior, suited only for slavery. The Romans entertained similar ideas. Cicero 
advised against buying slaves from Britain, since the natives of that area were 
“too stupid and incapable of being taught.” The Chinese and Japanese, from 
ancient times to the present century, spoke disdainfully of yellow-haired and 
green-eyed people, who looked like monkeys and were probably descended 
from them. Even the more racially similar Vietnamese were considered by the 
Chinese to be irremediably or “racially” inferior.5® An Arab sage of the 
eleventh century wrote that the people living north of the Pyrenees are “of 
cold temperament and never reach maturity. . . . They lack all sharpness of wit 
and penetration of intellect.” In the fourteenth century another illustrious 
Arab, Ibn Khaldun, wrote about the black Africans’ “low degree of humanity 
and their proximity to the animal stage.”7 

In the European Middle Ages the various tribes or “nations” (Franks, Sax- 
ons, Goths, Normans) were widely assumed to have inherent traits, physical 
and psychological, many of them remarkably like nineteenth- and twentieth- 
century racial stereotypes. In the Hebrew Bible and Judeo-Christian traditions 
derived from it, a similar tendency can be seen. The sons of Noah were sup- 
posed to have fathered the major races of the world: Japheth was the father of 
the Europeans; Shem of the “Orientals” (which included the Jews); and Ham 
of the Africans (Gen. 9.21-27). The Book of Deuteronomy has been described 
as providing a religious source for modern racism,*® and its various exhorta- 
tions concerning the extermination of the indigenous peoples of Canaan (e.g., 
Deut. 19, 20) offer justification, for those who seek it, for policies of racial 
extermination. 

In talmudic commentary, protoracist elements are common. The rabbis 
increase the racist potential of the story of Ham beyond the bare biblical text, 
for example, by making the sons of Ham “ugly and dark-skinned.”°? Thus, reli- 
gious exclusiveness meshed with “racial” exclusiveness, for in traditional 
Judaism lineage or ancestry (yikhus) — indeed, hereditary or “racial” sinfulness, 
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as in the case of the descendants of Ham — remained categories of central 
importance, even if they were elusively mixed with categories of belief or con- 
viction. Traditional Jews conceive of themselves as the “seed of Jacob,” the lin- 
eal descendants of the Patriarchs, the chosen of God. In the opinion of later 
influential Jewish thinkers, such as the Maharal, inborn racial qualities were to 
be found in every nation; he considered it impossible that a member of one 
nation could become part of another. 

That judgment may be linked to what a modern Jewish observer has termed 
“the central myth of Judaism: Every generation of Jews — past, present, and 
future — was present at Mount Sinai when the covenant between God and the 
Jewish people was established.”6! From this perspective converts to Judaism are 
considered lost souls, Jews who were spiritually there for the covenant but for 
mysterious reasons were later born in Gentle bodies. They are thus not really 
converting to Judaism but discovering their true, essential idenuty. There is in 
this sense a predetermined quality even to the Jewishness of a convert. 

Judaism, or at least major and deep-rooted traditional interpretations of it, 
must be considered only uncertainly a community of belief; mixed into the 
belief system of the religion as traditionally defined are “essentialist” (or 
“racist”) notions in that one is born a Jew, rather than choosing to become 
one, and it is not possible to stop being a Jew by a change of persuasion or an 
act of will. As we have seen in the response of the Jewish delegates to 
Napoleon, even Jews of the early nineteenth century who wished to become 
part of the French nation did not try to deny traditional Judaism’s categonical, 
antiuniversalistic prohibitions concerning intermarriage with certain races, 
such as the Egyptians or the Seven Canaanite Nations. 

Those traditional prohibitions are only slightly less categorical in regard to 
other Goyim. The Jewish priestly caste (kohanim) is ruled by especially stringent 
regulations. Its members may not, for example, marry a convert to Judaism, 
who by definition lacks the necessary ancestry. A Gentile child, adopted by 
Jews at birth and brought up according to the faith, must still at a later point 
undergo a formal, individual conversion ceremony, according to halakha. 
Such a child can never qualify for priestly status, even if the ancestry of his 
adoptive parents would permit it for their natural children. A mamzer (roughly, 
a bastard, the product of adultery between Jews) may never marry a “full” or 
“real” Jew (that is, one born of a properly married Jewish mother), however 
faultless his practice of Judaism. Unions between mamzerim and Gentle con- 
verts are permitted, since both qualify as inferior types of Jews, insofar as their 
ancestry is concerned. Again, their moral probity or fidelity to the beliefs and 
rituals of Judaism, no matter how perfect, cannot alter their lower status.® 
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These protoracist notions differ in important ways from the “science of 
race” that emerged in the nineteenth century, to say nothing of the crude and 
vicious applications of it under Nazi rule. (Nazis, too, said that one is born a 
Jew and Jewishness could never be relinquished.) But just as Christianity may 
be said to offer support only in vague, often contradictory ways to modern 
anti-Semitism, so these broader Judaic sources, partly incorporated into Chris- 
tianity but in part uniquely Jewish, contributed in vague, often contradictory 
ways to modern racism, especially to its concern with racial exclusiveness and 


purity. 


Blood Imagery 


Imagery, rituals, and taboos having to do with blood, another protoracist 
concept, have taken on potent forms in both Judaism and Christianity. 
“Blood,” “seed,” and “soul” have been used by Jews in defining Jewishness, and 
according to such definitions Jewish qualities have been seen as both perma- 
nent and mysteriously latent or immanent, springing from inner, invisible, or 
otherwise obscure determinants — an unchanging and unchangeable Jewish 
essence. Even a modern Jew like Freud, who had broken entirely with tradi- 
tional Jewish belief, spoke of a mysterious “inner identity of Jews,” since they 
have, he asserted, a similar “psychic structure,” “a miraculous thing in com- 
mon, which [is] inaccessible to any analysis so far.”®§ Eugene Borowitz has 
recently written that Jews have a mystical bond with one another, which allows 
them to “know how to find” one another.® 

The belief that blood in some way determines character was held long 
before the advent of Christianity in Europe and lies deep in European culture. 
Blood imagery of this sort is not only premodern or prescientific; it is prehis- 
toric, an aspect of the beliefs of Indo-European tribes before the dawn of writ- 
ten history. The ancient Greeks Galen and Hippocrates provided a systematic 
and long influential treatment, related to the notion that blood determines 
character, in their theories concerning the four humors or fluids in the body. 
The prevalence of one of the humors, they asserted, determined tempera- 
ment (thus a “sanguine” as distinguished from a “phlegmatic” person). Such 
language was much used in Renaissance and Elizabethan literature, and in a 
vaguer sense it survives in figurative language (the hot-blooded Spaniard). It is 
related to other bodily derived and prescientific imagery, such as the “heart” 
that gives courage or sympathy. From at least the Middle Ages on, it was 
assumed that the “blue” blood of noblemen gave them certain qualities. 

Jewish blood, then, was widely believed, by non-Jews and Jews alike, to be 
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responsible for Jewish character. Indeed, the argument in favor of an 
unmixed strain of blood was assumed to be especially strong in the Jewish 
case, because of the Jews’ non-European origin and their own stringent pro- 
hibitions against intermarriage. Even after conversion to Christianity, a Jew in 
the Middle Ages was believed to retain certain traits that revealed the potent 
influence of Jewish blood. Traditional Jewish commentators designated the 
meshumad (convert to Christianity) as a sinning Jew, but still a Jew. His bap- 
tism did not result in a loss of Jewish identity or even an exemption from any 
obligation that was his by virtue of his birth, lineage, or race. Thus, by Jew- 
ish tradition, no less than by anti-Semitic assertion, an individual could not 
shake off his Jewish essence. 

Yiddish-speaking Jews distinguished between Gentile koyekh (brutish, physi- 
cal power) and Jewish moyekh (brains, guile, mental subtlety), a distinction 
related to those identified with Esau and Jacob. Non-Jews throughout most of 
recorded European history seem to have been impressed with a peculiar Jew- 
ish sharpness of intellect, a cleverness and cunning that baptism did not alter. 
In the Spanish Inquisition, these various perceptions of an unchanging Jewish 
essence, even after conversion, found expression in the concept of limpieza de 
sangre (cleanness or purity of blood). Jews who converted were still suspect; 
they retained impure blood that put their conversion into question. 

For centuries afterwards, the Jesuit order established restrictions against 
candidates with Jewish ancestry, or impure blood. The Jesuits thus came up 
with a Christian equivalent of the prohibitions among Jews that sought to pre- 
serve the untainted lineage of the kohanim. However, the Jesuits’ preoccupa- 
tions with racial purity were not quite so categorical as those of the Jews; 
exceptions were frequently granted by Catholic authorities in a way simply not 
permitted by halakha. 

The concept of cleanness of blood derived from and blended into concerns 
that were not religious in the familiar sense. The cultural preoccupation 
among Spaniards with lineage assumed almost fetishistic dimensions, and that 
Spanish pride, in the words of Raphael Patai, “was internalized in toto by 
Sephardi Jews.” Their own preoccupation with “purity of blood” meant that 
they refused, well into the eighteenth century, to intermarry with non- 
Sephardic Jews — or, indeed, in some instances, even to touch the same dishes 
that Ashkenazic Jews, with their “impure blood,” had touched.® Like non-Jew- 
ish Spaniards, they firmly believed that their nobility of character and overall 
superiority was a product of their blood. 

In the nineteenth century, the word race began to replace blood, although 
the two long cvexisted and were often used synonymously, as they continue to be 
in the twentieth century. Race was considered to be a more palpable, measurable 
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term, based on scientific inquiry. Yet the claims to greater objectivity notwith- 
standing, there remained throughout the nineteenth century a certain mysti- 
cism associated with the concept of race. That is, the actual mechanisms of racial 
determinism were not explained with anything like scienufic rigor. Why it was, 
for example, that blond hair and blue eyes went with a cold temperament, 
whereas dark hair and brown eyes were associated with a hot one, remained sct 
entifically unexplained — and was in truth no more scientific than generaliza- 
tions about the potency of blood. Much of the potent mysteriousness long assoct- 
ated with the Jews was retained in “scientific” racism. 

We may sense, then, some of the reasons for the peculiar attractiveness of 
the concept of race in its nineteenth-century form for Jews themselves. Secular 
Jews who wished to be considered French or German patriots could conve- 
niently identify themselves as “Jews by race, not religion,”®’ finding a formula 
that dealt with the awkwardness of being a modern Jew in a predominantly 
Christian nation. They could distinguish what they recognized was permanent 
about them (ancestry, body type, certain psychological traits) from what could 
be changed by an act of will (national identty). Jews, remaining Jews by race, 
could abandon certain aspects of traditional Jewish religious belief and ritual, 
could choose to consider themselves no longer a part of the Jewish nation, 
and could thus join one of the modern European nations. 

A number of well-known Jews took yet further steps in embracing and 
embellishing the concept of race. Probably the best known and influential of 
them was the English politician and writer Benjamin Disraeli (prime minister, 
1868, 1874-1880).% In spite of his having converted to Christianity as a 
child, he emphatically insisted that he remained a member of the Jewish 
race. He believed, moreover, that the Jewish race had been extremely influen- 
tial in the course of European civilization. That influence was to be 
explained, he said, by the inherent genius of the Jewish race and because of 
the way that Jews stuck together, assiduously keeping their race pure and dis- 
regarding national borders in pursuit of common interests as Jews.® He 
asserted, in other words, what the Assembly of Notables in France had been 
at such pains to deny. 

In his novel Coningsby, Disraeli depicted a vast and secret power of Jews, 
bent on dominating the world.” His noble Jewish character, Sidonia (whom 
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Disraeli let it be known was based on Lionel Rothschild) ,?! describes race as a 
supremely important determinant (“all is race; there is no other truth”). Race, 
he argued, had always been a central factor in the rise of civilization, and west- 
ern civilization could not have flourished without the Jewish race.” 

It is unlikely that many of Disraeli’s English contemporaries took his 
grandiose claims concerning the power of the Jewish race seriously; such 
boasts were seen as one of his many idiosyncrasies. He was widely considered a 
strange person, yet he sull won the affections and wust of much of the English 
establishment, including Queen Victoria. Such was apparently the case even 
when they agreed with Lord Derby, a close friend of Disraeli’s, that his mental 
processes were not really English and remained those of a foreigner.” 

Hannah Arendt has quipped that Disraeli “had an admiration for all things 
Jewish that was matched only by his ignorance of them.””4 Nevertheless, his 
novels and other writings would be very widely cited by influential anti-Semites 
throughout the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Disraeli’s works undoubt- 
edly exercised a major influence on the perception of the Jew by his contem- 
poraries. Houston Stewart Chamberlain, the influential anti-Semitic writer of 
the turn of century, urged his readers, “in days when so much nonsense is 
talked concerning this question, let Disraeli teach us that the whole signifi- 
cance of Judaism lies in its purity of race, that this alone gives it power and 
duration.”® 

Disraeli’s very personality, the “potent wizard” of British politics, reinforced 
the popular imagery of Jews, again ambiguously mixed with negative and posi- 
tive elements. He may have been, both as a writer and even more as a personal 
symbol, the most influential propagator of the concept of race in the nine- 
teenth century,’® particularly publicizing the Jews’ alleged taste for power, 
their sense of superiority, their mysteriousness, their clandestine international 
connections, and their arrogant pride in being a pure race. 
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It might be more accurate to say that he joined the chorus of racist com- 
mentary of the age rather than influencing others to accept racist ideas. In his 
attitudes toward blacks, to provide another example, Disraeli was typical of the 
age rather than propagating novel ideas: Consistent with the belief that if a 
race became impure, it would weaken and decline, he wrote that if the “great 
Anglo-Saxon republic” (the United States] allowed its white population “to 
mingle with [its] negro and coloured populations” it would be the beginning 
of the end for the new country.” It is indicative of the pervasiveness of nine- 
teenth-century notions of blood and race that even spokesmen for blacks used 
it: W. E. B. DuBois wrote that “the Negro blood which flowed in the veins of 
many of the mightiest pharaohs had a powerful impact on Egyptian civiliza- 
tion.” Blacks, he believed, as a race have a stronger inherent sense of beauty 
than whites, especially in sight and sound.’ 


Racism and Anti-Semitism 


The diffuseness, variety, and omnipresence of racist notions suggests that 
rather than being causes they were merely reflections or enhancers of deeper 
determinants. Whatever role other abstract ideas may have played in history, the 
nineteenth-century idea of race is a poor candidate for the role of fundamental 
cause of nineteenth and twentieth century developments. In the first place, 
could any set of ideas so imprecise, so shifting, so malleable be said to “cause” 
anything, or at least anything that can be isolated and coherently described? 
Would it not be more appropriate to speak of racist ideas as being “used”?”9 

It is significant that racism in its nineteenth-century form had no single the- 
orist whom most racists recognized, in the way that Marx was recognized by 
socialists or J. S. Mill was recognized by liberals. Racism did not become a 
movement in the way that socialism and liberalism did, nor did racists - even 
specific kinds of racists, such as anti-Semites — form coherent, durable parties 
comparable to socialist and liberal parties. Yet, many popular and scholarly 
accounts of nineteenth-century racism assume that racist ideas were funda- 
mental causes, or powerful determinants, of anti-Semitism — and thus of the 
eventual mass murder of Jews.*® Intellectual history conceived in this fashion 
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tends to lapse into an elaborate description and analysis of racist ideas as such, 
with relatively little effort to explain how those ideas spread, or why they had 
an appeal, or even to distinguish which particular ideas had broad appeal and 
which of them spoke only to a small audience. 

Whether or not one considers science, or the progress of science and tech- 
nology, to be a fundamental historical force, there seems little question that 
increasingly systematic observations about various human societies had impor- 
tant implications for the growth of racism in the nineteenth century. The 
expanding contact with non-European peoples since the voyages of discovery 
helped to stimulate the speculative and analytic instincts of Europeans. The 
increasingly confident sense that Europeans acquired concerning their superi- 
ority to non-Europeans led naturally to the question of why Europeans were 
superior. By the mid-nineteenth century one simple and widely attractive 
explanation was that some as yet ill-understood racial genius in Europeans had 
facilitated their unprecedented achievements in the arts and sciences. More 
subtle explanations, having to do, for example, with the peculiarities of Euro- 
pean historical evolution, were also being elaborated and were also of consid- 
erable importance in nineteenth-century thought, but racist explanations had 
a powerful attraction in terms of simplicity and self-flattery. 

It was the ever more extensive contact with sub-Saharan Africa that seems 
to have most reinforced racist interpretations of European superiority. Black 
Africans had already been subject to enslavement for some centuries at the 
hands of Arabs, and Arab writers had also developed a rich vocabulary attest- 
ing to their belief in the racial inferiority of blacks, which in turn helped to 
reinforce the racial denigration of Africans that were generated from within 
European civilization,®! in particular those that equated white with good and 
black with evil.82 Contact with Asia or even with North Africa did not work in 
quite the same way, since the ancient civilizations of those areas hardly spoke 
for an unchanging racial inferiority in the way that the relatively unknown, 
divided, technologically undeveloped, and militarily weak tribes of sub-Saha- 
ran Africa were believed to. 

It was not merely the superiority of European science that was decisive, 
however; Africans appeared physically more primitive to European observers, 
more animal-like. Pushkin, the great Russian poet, who had an African grand- 
parent, revealingly spoke of his own “Negro ugliness” and referred to himself 
as “an ugly offspring of Negroes.”83 His European contemporaries did not 
seem to disagree with him on that point. Arab slave traders had earlier set the 
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tone: A popular work on slave buying described black Africans as “fickle and 
careless. Dancing and beating time are engrained in their nature.” Another 
Arab source noted with disgust that Africans were “the most stinking of 
mankind in the armpits and sweat.”*4 

Europeans in the nineteenth century were under the influence of what has 
been termed a “cult of Graeco-Roman antiquity,” which entailed an identifica- 
tion with what the Greeks and Romans considered to be beautiful, noble, or 
godlike in the human face and body. Africans appeared far removed from 
such ideals, closer to the apes than to the gods. Jews, too, suffered from invidi- 
ous comparisons, although not because of any supposed resemblance to ani- 
mals but because of their “unnaturalness,” their bizarre, “Oriental,” and 
ungraceful appearance. 

To accept that one human race was inferior went against the humanistic unt- 
versalism of the ume, and indeed against most of Christian universalism. Yet a 
belief in the inferiority of black Africans was very widespread in the eighteenth 
and nineteenth centuries, even among those Enlightened people whose general 
ideas inclined them to resist such behefs. And once it was recognized that some 
sort of natural hierarchy among races existed — once the principle of human 
equality was put into serious or widespread doubt — it was easier to introduce 
various other refinements within that hierarchy, drawing from notions having to 
do with hneage, for example, or from biblically based racist categories. 

Believing as they did in unlimited progress in the future, many thinkers of 
the eighteenth century turned to the question of how malleable the races of 
mankind were. The reflections of Immanuel Kant on this issue may be seen as 
an important signpost, although he was only one of many important thinkers 
who wrote about race. His conclusions by no means settled the debate, but in 
his typically penetrating way he examined the evidence available to educated 
men in his day and came up with what was regarded as a higher synthesis. In 
The Different Races of Mankind (1775) he concluded that race was both distinc- 
tive and immutable. Climate would not make blacks out of Scandinavians 
transplanted to central Africa, nor would African blacks become blond and 
white-skinned if moved to northern Europe. 

Kant’s conclusions about the fixity of race were not racist in the sense usu- 
ally understood in the twentieth century. Indeed, they were, in the points just 
mentioned, perfectly compatible with modern scientific understanding. But 
what was of particular interest in his essay was the assertion that all human 
races were part of the same species; they were all human beings, members of 
the human race. On the other hand, he still implicitly accepted that there 
were distinctly different and permanent spiritual quahties, as there were physi- 
cal, among the various races of mankind. In this, of course, there was a racist 
unplication, at least to the extent that his ideas differ from prevailing twenti- 
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eth-century liberal opinion, which denies that race and inherent spiritual qual- 
ities have any connection whatsoever. 

Kant’s assertion that all human races were equal did not come from empiri- 
cal observation or from objective evidence rationally weighed; it came from 
metaphysical sources, themselves obviously related to both classical and Christ- 
ian humanism (the equality of the human soul, equality before God). That is, 
Kant’s humanistic universalism, which pervades the rest of his thought, could 
not possibly be proved by empirical evidence; equality in his sense was as 
much a matter of faith as was Christian universalism — or, for that matter, the 
Trinity. Thus, his position still left open the door, especially to those who 
rejected Christian or classical humanism, to the notion of superior and infe- 
rior races, if they could claim scientific evidence. 

Kant’s reasoning, while helping to strengthen the belief among the intellec- 
tual classes in the fixity of races, could do little to counter the increasingly per- 
vasive belief in African racial inferiority. The late eighteenth and early nine- 
teenth century witnessed a considerable expansion in the slave trade, and it 
seems plausible that the consciences of many Europeans and Americans were 
assuaged by a belief in the fixity of human races and the natural inferiority of 
some — above all African blacks, who were “natural slaves” to whites. The 
notion of natural slavery had of course a long ancestry, from the ancient 
Greeks to the Arabs of the Middle Ages, to say nothing of the Hebrew Bible. 

Not all nineteenth-century racists came to such conclusions. Not even slave 
traders and slaveholders did so consistently. Some of the most famous theorists 
of race explicitly condemned slavery. Still, it seems a safe conclusion that the 
attractions of the slave trade, the economic needs it satisfied, and the money 
to be made from it and from slavery, also increased the attractions of racist 
thought for a significant part of the white population of Europe and America. 
And for those who did not benefit directly from slavery a belief in inferiority of 
black Africans could assuage whatever pangs of conscience some of them may 
have felt about that brutal institution. 

The concept of race also meshed nicely with the kind of nationalism that 
began to gain strength in the course of the nineteenth century, since one 
aspect of that nationalism was a belief that certain groups, or races, properly 
belonged within the confines of certain nation-states. The French race, the 
German race, the Italian race, so the reasoning went, deserved a nation-state 
composed uniquely of the appropriate race. Such ideas were not easily recon- 
ciled with the abundant evidence that even in areas of common language and 
culture, physical types varied considerably in most areas of Europe; many 
nationalists were thus inclined rather to stress language, history, and culture 
rather than physical appearance. Sull, this kind of racist component in nine- 
teenth-century nationalism is usually apparent, if not consistently expressed or 
universally accepted. 

The unification of Germany and Italy in the nineteenth century, and the 
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consolidation of other states, was part of an ever more intense national rivalry 
in nineteenth- and early twentieth-century Europe. Thus nationalism not only 
awakened what might be termed tribalistic sentiments but also gave birtl1 to 
anxieties concerning the progress of neighboring nations. Germany's neigh- 
bors after 1870 in particular felt threatened by the young, vigorous, and 
expansionist Prusso—German state. 

The dynamism of nineteenth-century power politics may well have had 
much to do with the dynamism and creativity of European civilization gener- 
ally, but it also undoubtedly led to insecurity within nations. It heightened 
demands for self-sacrifice from citizens, as well as for purity of national feeling, 
a sentiment that some concluded could only come naturally from those of a 
pure racial background, people whose fidelities were not weakened or put 
into question by racial or religious counterfidelities. 

The far-reaching implications of such intensifying nationalism for the rela- 
tions of Jews and non-Jews in the latter part of the nineteenth century will be a 
central concern of later chapters. But insofar as Jews were considered to be a 
race in the nineteenth century, they were to an important degree unique in 
having no natural European homeland (Gypsies were another example). They 
were recognized as a foreign race everywhere. Even those Jews who came to 
identify themselves as Germans, French, or English did not deny that their ori- 
gins were non-European. 

Racist thinking by the middle of the nineteenth century, as the case of Dis- 
raeli illustrates, was hardly unanimous in asserting that Jews could not some- 
how blend into or cooperate with other races. Indeed, there were a few who 
looked to a kind of hybrid vigor from that process. However, the movement of 
Jews out of the ghettos and, even more, the migration of large numbers of 
Ostjuden into western Europe obviously affected many Europeans, especially 
in German-speaking central Europe, much as the experience with sub-Saha- 
ran Africans affected the French and the English imperialists. That is, Jews 
were perceived as peculiarly alien at a tme when European particularism, in 
the form of nationalism, was becoming stronger. 

A further attraction of nineteenth-century racist ideas sprang from the 
nature of modern economic development. The advocates of a free-market 
economy stressed the importance of competition in allowing superior eco- 
nomic units to prevail over inferior ones — yet another example of the notion 
of dynamic interplay, with the attendant potential for insecurity, so typical of 
the nineteenth century. Indeed, in pervasive ways Europeans and Americans 
of European origin in the nineteenth century were fascinated by notions of 
struggle and strife. Marxism emphasized class struggle, with a final redemptive 
victory of the proletariat. Darwin’s theories of natural selection were translated 
into social Darwinism, the assertion that in society as in nature, the superior 
rose to the top and the inferior sank to the bottom. 
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To conclude that superiority in economic terms had ultimately to do with 
racial determinants was an obvious and tempting step. Just as racism could 
offer a convenient rationalizauon for slavery, it could also be used to vindicate 
the large and apparently growing differences in social class and income that 
characterized nineteenth-century society. Those who were prospering could 
attribute their success to their superior racial stock; the poor, the proletarian 
masses, were racially inferior. Nationalist and imperialist ideas could similarly 
blend into social Darwinist and racist ideas by arguing that certain nations pre- 
vailed over others inside Europe because of race. 

Social Darwinism of this sort tended to support the idea of Jewish superior- 
ity rather than inferiority — again Disraeli’s point, since Jews were so successful 
economically in the nineteenth century. It was this very sense of Jewish eco- 
nomic superiority that fed at least one important source of ant-Semitism and 
that made hatred of Jews significantly different from anublack racism. There 
were overlaps, to be sure, particularly in the description of the Ostjuden as 
racially primitive, but on the whole fear and envy, as distinguished from con- 
tempt and condescension, played a key role in European hostility to Jews, 
especially its more serious varieties. 

The early nineteenth century witnessed a “romantic” reaction to the preva- 
lent Enlightened conceptions of the previous century. Romanticism is a 
sprawling concept, but several significant shifts from Enlightened thought can 
be noted in it. The Enlightenment enthroned reason and distrusted emotion 
or believed that irrational impulses had to be rationally channeled. The 
Romantics expressed a new regard for the nonrational, for intuition, emotion, 
and mystical religious feeling. Thus, the inner person, or inner voice, speaking 
in mystical ways, gained a new importance. 

Fascination with the nonrational had certainly existed in the eighteenth 
century, too, among both Christians and Jews, but not typically among the 
tone-setting intellectuals. In the early nineteenth century leading intellectuals 
became highly critical of the cold rationality of the Enlightenment, its formal- 
ism and artificiality. Emotional impulses were now believed to be more gen- 
uine, more expressive of the true person, the unique inner person. Again, 
such notions linked up comfortably to racism, since racism, with its belief in 
unseen inner determinants, had an element of mysticism in it. Rationalism, 
with its obvious origins in hellenistic esteem for a godlike reason, emphasized 
a universal human faculty, reason, which permits mutual understanding. 
Romanticism emphasized individual internal experience, one that by its very 
nature cannot be clearly or rationally communicated to others — unless those 
others happened to be of the same inner nature. 

Such feelings are typical of religious experience, as for example in the mys- 
tical belief in being a Chosen People or in being mystically predestined as an 
individual for salvation. The very particularism of romanticism pointed in the 
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direction of the particularism of race, toward an identification of the inner 
person with the inner, mystical determinants of race. These were by no means 
necessary connections; romantics did not all become racists. Mystics, empha- 
sizing truths internally realized, sometimes come to universalistic, antiracist 
conclusions. But an inclination for romantics and mystics to become racists 
seems obvious enough. Indeed, the more vicious, emotional, and hate-filled 
forms of racism were often found among mystical racists and less so among 
those who were trained in scientific inquiry. 

Romanticism had a particular appeal in German lands, where Enlightened 
ideas were often seen as imposed French ideas. Many German thinkers dis- 
missed Enlightened universalism as a mask for French hegemony or even for 
the exploitation of other nations by France — not a far-fetched conclusion dur- 
ing the time of Napoleon’s Empire, when his armies and bureaucrats plun- 
dered other lands. Once Napoleon had been brought down, German thinkers 
and artists experienced a sense of intellectual liberation, and they gave new, 
enthusiastic attention to things uniquely or essentially German, to German 
language, culture, customs, art, poetry, and song. 


The Evolution of the Vocabulary of Race 


A romantic thinker of considerable influence in the expression of Ger- 
man specialness was Johann Gottfried von Herder (1744-1803), whose most 
important works appeared in the late eighteenth century. He is best known for 
developing the concept of Volksgeist, or spirit of the people, the particular qual- 
ities and genius of each individual people. Herder’s inspiration was anti- 
French, but his perspective had nonetheless a universalistic quality to it. That 
is, he emphasized that all the world’s peoples should develop their own 
unique genius and should not be subjected to externally imposed universalis- 
tic molds. In the context of the early nineteenth century, such urgings meant 
shaking off French intellectual and cultural domination, but Herder’s message 
could be applied in many contexts. 

Volksgeist was not strictly speaking a racist notion. It did not stress body 
type, although some of Herder’s writings were not free of ambiguities in that 
regard (he identified Germans, for example, as typically having fair complex- 
ions and blue eyes). Sull, Geist refers to “spirit,” not material or physical attrib- 
utes. Even on a cultural level, while attacking French superficiality, Herder 
generally had supportive things to say about other peoples and cultures. He 
did not emphasize German superiority to all of them. Slavic nationalists bor- 
rowed enthusiastically from his work, as indeed did such Jewish nationalists as 
Ahad Ha’am, at the end of the century. 

Herder was an admirer of Hebrew literature, but he saw a deep-seated cor- 
ruption in the Jews of his day, deriving from their long-standing status as ped- 
dlers, merchants, and moneylenders. As these opposing evaluations suggest, 
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his attitude toward the Jews around him was, as was the case with nearly all 
German thinkers of the time, an often subtle and shifting one, easily misrepre- 
sented or simply the cause of honest puzzlement.® Ile, like nearly all of his 
contemporaries, including Mendelssohn, did not believe that Jews were or 
could become Germans. Jews were a “strange people of Asia driven into our 
regions. "86 He presented himself as their outspoken friend, yet he rejected 
Jewish emancipation in Germany, at least in the near future, and termed Jews 
“parasites.”87 He emphasized Jewish strangeness but also the unity of 
humankind. He wrote that Jews “belong to Palestine and not Europe. Since 
Israel and its prayers despise all other peoples from which it is set apart, how 
can it be otherwise than that it is itself despised by other nations?”58 

Whatever the ambiguities of Herder’s notion of Volksgeist, it undoubtedly 
lent itself to racist uses. It was a natural enough step to assert that the special 
genius of a people was a product of race and, even more, to assert that one 
people possessed a superior genius to others — exactly the conclusion reached 
by Disraeli. Herder’s writings did have, at any rate, a wide-ranging effect on 
early nineteenth-century thought and ultimately on thinkers who formulated 
the distinctions that would have a long and notorious history, that is, “Aryan” 
and “Semite.”89 

Herder’s work was not scientific in the English sense of the word but rather 
philosophic and belletristic. Yet his concern with language as a key expression 
of a people’s genius had a profound effect upon the growth of the new sci- 
ence of language study. Friedrich von Schlegel (1772-1829), who was one of 
the leading figures of German Romanticism, published in 1808 a pioneering 
work on the Sanskrit language and the civilization of ancient India. He 
pointed out structural similarities in Sanskrit, Greek, Latin, and German, 
which he termed “Aryan” languages. (The term derived from the Sanskrit 
word for “noble”; “Iran” is another modern derivative of it.) Aryan was more 
than a linguistic category for Schlegel; it had much in common with Herder’s 
Volksgeist. He believed the Aryan languages to be part of a larger cultural 
whole, one brought to Europe by the ancient Aryan tribes. 

Modern linguists largely accept the linguistic kinships that Schlegel pointed 
out, although the term Indo-European is now preferred over Aryan. 
Schlegel’s flights of mysticism concerning Aryan cultural traits, however, now 
appear all too Romantic. He spoke in vague terms of the inner identities or 
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affinities of Sanskrit, Greek, and German, even of the “inner character” of the 
alphabets they used. Aryan languages, he asserted, were “organic,” meaning 
vital and capable of creative change, while other languages, such as those of 
the American Indians or the peoples of the Orient, were static, atomized, lack- 
ing in creative power. 

Thus was established a modern, “scientific” basis for the notion of Aryan 
superiority. More generally, that notion supplied an answer to the question of 
how Europeans had advanced so far beyond the rest of the world’s peoples. 
The idea had a wide and potent appeal, both to intellectuals and, eventually, 
to the common people. Schlegel also laid the pseudoscientific foundations for 
the assertion of Semitic inferiority, since the languages spoken by the ancient 
Hebrews could be allocated to the non-Aryan, “inorganic” category. 

Schlegel’s pupil and finally successor as professor at the University of Bonn, 
Christian Lassen, made precisely such connections in a four-volume work pub- 
lished in midcentury. It gained considerable popularity in racist circles. Lassen 
described the Semites, including both Jews and Arabs, as people without self- 
control or social discipline, prone to an unbridled egoism. They had no epic 
poetry, no sense of balance and harmony, no taste for the beauties of the nat- 
ural world. This theme of the noble, creative Aryan and the ignoble, destruc- 
tive Semite was picked up and elaborately developed by nineteenth-century 
scholars, theorists, novelists, and propagandists. In most cases, the two terms 
were blended into and supplemented by the already long-established imagery 
of Gentile and Jew, often in ways that had nothing to do with objectively 
observed linguistic or literary evidence. Some linguists complained about such 
misuse of their craft,9! but the attractions of the terms easily overwhelmed 
such complaints. 

The linguistic basis of Aryan and Semitic differences, as postulated by 
Schlegel, Lassen, and others, seems to have been bolstered by negative 
imagery concerning the Semitic Arabs that was spreading at the time, when 
Europeans were beginning to conquer territories inhabited by Arabs.9? 
Reports of Arab religious fanaticism and ritual oddities, lack of self-control, 
cultural sterility, and backwardness easily meshed with a larger sense of 
Semitic traits that European observers claimed to see in the Jews who were 
moving out of the ghettos and the Pale of Settlement. 

There were a number of cultural and religious similarities between Euro- 
pean Jews and Middle-Eastern Arabs. And among those similarities were many 
that were deemed odd, primitive, Oriental, or African by nineteenth-century 


%” Mosse, Final Solution, 40. 
“! Lewis, Semites, 45-6. 


* There is little literature on this subject. Many authors state categorically that anti-Semites in the 
late nineteenth century meant Jews and only Jews when they used the term “Semite.” While it is 
certainly true that their hatred for Jews, whom they knew, had no real equivalent in their atti- 
tudes to Arabs, whom they knew scarcely at all, Jew and Arab seem often mixed together as 
“Semites.” 


MODERN TIMES (1700 TO THE 1870s) 87 


Europeans (a few examples: the elaborate dietary taboos, ritual washings, iso- 
lation of menstruating women, circumcision, prohibitions against the use of 
natural images, tonalities of prayer, and sense of religion as ritual and form 
rather than inner conviction). Such peculiarities spoke to some Europeans for 
an underlying Semitic racial essence. A number of influential European anti- 
Semites drew attention to Arab and Jewish similarities and thus arrived at 
Zionist conclusions: The Jewish problem in Europe could be solved if the Jews 
would go to Palestine, among their fellow Semites, where they belonged. 

One of the most widely read authors of the mid-— to late nineteenth century 
was the French scholar Ernest Renan. He brought to a wide public the find- 
ings of linguists and philologists. His Life of Jesus (1863) has been described as 
the most widely read work in France at the time, next to the Bible itself.” 
Renan had lost his Christian faith, and his book, like so many others at the 
time that were examining Holy Writ with profane eyes, outraged many of his 
contemporaries. But one of its central messages was “religious” in a way that 
paradoxically gave support to traditional Christian attitudes toward Jews. That 
message also echoed points made by Kant and the German liberal Protestant 
theologians whom Renan had studied: Christ had founded a genuinely univer- 
sal religion, “the eternal religion of humanity, the religion of the spirit liber- 
ated from all priesthood, from all cult, from all observance, accessible to all 
races, superior to castes, in one word absolute.” Judaism, on the other hand, 
remained tribalistic; it “contained the principle of a narrow formalism, of 
exclusive fanaticism, disdainful of strangers.” 

Renan used the word “race” copiously, if in bewilderingly diverse senses, 
from a synonym for “type,” to a social and economic group, to a physical cate- 
gory. Jacob Katz describes Renan as “the first writer to give it [race] free cur- 
rency as an explanatory concept of historical phenomena,’ but there were 
others: By the 1840s and 1850s Disraeli and Robert Knox had made extensive 
use of race to explain the rise and fall of civilizations, as did Heinrich Heine in 
somewhat different ways. Katz’s assertion is problematic as well because it is 
difficult to judge how much the term “race” actually explained in Renan’s 
work, due to the looseness and inconsistency with which he used it. In some of 
his writings, Semitic inferiority in a cultural sense is a pervasive theme (partic- 
ularly because of Semitic tribalism and intolerance), but he also considered 
the Semites and the Aryans to be part of the same “white race” (while of a dif- 
ferent “physical type”).9” He described modern Jews as being perfectly capable 
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of becoming modern citizens with other enlightened, modern men.*8 In other 
passages, however, he laid historical responsibility on the Jews for the destruc- 
tive intolerance introduced into the world through Christianity and Islam; 
even the death of Christ was a byproduct of Jewish intolerance. (Mosaic law 
called for the death of apostates, and Jews, by constantly rejecting Christ’s uni- 
versal message therefore perennially “wished for” his death.)9° But Renan also 
praised the Semitic contributions to civilization. The very idea of human soli- 
darity, of equality before one god, was, he wrote, “the fundamental doctrine of 
the Semites, and their most precious legacy to mankind,” even if paradoxically 
contradicted by the Jewish notion of a Chosen People. He further spoke of 
both the modern European Aryans and Semites as noble, in contrast to the 
inferior races outside of Europe. !0 

Count Arthur de Gobineau (1816-1882) has often been called the “father 
of modem racism,” but like Renan the precise nature and actual influence of 
his ideas are difficult to assess. Gobineau was a learned man, and his ideas 
were generally accepted by his contemporaries as serious contributions to 
scholarly inquiry. No less than Renan, he expressed shifting and ambiguous 
opinions about Jews, and those opinions were used by others in ways that he 
did not intend. His famous, multivolume Essay on the Inequality of Races 
(1853-1855) also used linguistic tools in a sophisticated fashion and sought to 
demonstrate Aryan superiority. His thought, however, rather than tapping 
Christian and Enlightened themes, made connection with an older aristo- 
cratic line of thinking, one that conceived of the upper orders of society as 
somehow inherently superior to the lower. Earlier, unsystematic efforts to 
explain what was the basis of that superiority spoke of blood or lineage; Gob- 
ineau identified it as being based on Aryan racial origins: The Aryan invaders 
had established themselves over the indigenous populations of Europe, 
becoming over the centuries the European aristocracy. 

Gobineau linked to his thought an essentialist position on human races. He 
dismissed environmentalist theories of the rise and fall of civilizations, noting 
that civilizations rose, failed to rise, or declined in the same kind of environ- 
ment. The real cause for the periods of decadence in earlier civilizations, he 
asserted, was the mixing of races, the corruption of aristocratic blood by that of 
the inferior masses. The lowest of all human races, he believed, was the Negro, 
and the lower classes in countries like France had qualities like those of 
Negroes: low intelligence and self-discipline, an inability to organize socially, 
and an overdeveloped sensuality and an inclination to destructive rampages. 
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Gobineau believed that race mixing, and thus degeneration, was almost 
unavoidable. And it was undermining Europe as it had undermined previous 
civilizations. The rise of the masses, of democracy, a large issue by midcentury 
- and of particular concern to Gobineau because of the forms it was assuming 
in Napoleon III's Second Empire — would eventually result, he believed, in the 
end of European civilization and its peculiar genius for freedom and creativity. 

Not surprisingly, such ideas did not have a wide appeal in France, the land 
of revolution and humanité. Even among French Catholics and the political 
right Gobineau was strongly criticized.'©' He found a wider circle of admirers 
in Germany, however.!©? His later work, Renaissance (1877), won special 
acclaim there. He and the great German composer Richard Wagner became 
friends. '98 

Wagner (1813-1883) became one of the most famous German anti-Semi- 
tes of the nineteenth century, and there is little question that he was influen- 
tial in legitimizing anti-Semitic opinions among educated Germans. His Das 
Judentum in der Musik (Jewry in Music) first published anonymously in 1850 
but then under his own name in 1860, offered a sweeping indictment of the 
Jewish spirit and its influence in Germany. Jews, he wrote, were interested in 
art only in order to sell it; the Jew worked to change the realm of artistic cre- 
ation into a market place. 

Wagner also questioned whether most Jews were capable of a genuine sense 
of unity with the German people. Jewish historical experiences and emouonal 
roots remained alien to those of the Germans. He granted that Jews could pro- 
duce great intellects, such as Spinoza or Moses Mendelssohn, but he denied 
that they could become specifically German poets, artists, and musicians, since 
creative activity required a sense of historical roots in a community. He 
lamented that alien Jews were, by midcentury, playing such an important role 
in Germany’s intellectual life, especially in music and the theater, where they 
were their most destructive as critics. 

Wagner did not absolutely exclude the possibility for some highly unusual 
Jews to become real Germans, but he believed the process would be at best 
extremely difficult. In his words, “in common with us [the destructive Jewish 
element], shall ripen toward a higher evolution of our nobler human quali- 
ties.” At the end of Das Judentum in der Musik, he called upon Germany's Jews 
to achieve salvation, by casting off their destructive and commercial Jewish 
nature.!°! Jt was a call that more than a few Jews took seriously, as we will see. 
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Racist Ideas among Jews 


The term “racist” in regard to Jews is problematic, especially since racism 
was eventually so appallingly turned against them. Nonetheless, insofar as the 
term suggests a belief in racial determinism, there were many Jewish racists in 
the nineteenth century. As noted, Disraeli was probably more influential in 
spreading certain general notions about the Jewish race than any of the theo- 
rists of race described in the preceding sections. Interestingly, he too consid- 
ered the Arabs to be part of the same Semitic racial stock as Jews: “Arabs are 
only Jews on horseback,” he once quipped.!® Before Gobineau, Disraeli 
asserted that civilizations declined because of race mixing, and like Gobineau, 
he believed in superior and inferior races. He despised what he termed “that 
pernicious doctrine of modern times, the natural equality of man.”! 

In this kind of racism, Disraeli might also be termed typically English, since 
the nineteenth-century English were scarcely less than Germans attracted to 
racist conceptions. However, the racist vocabulary they used was different from 
that on the conunent. They preferred the term “Anglo-Saxon” to Aryan, a pref- 
erence that held in the United States as well. “Caucasian” was another term that 
gave Aryan some competition,!® but all three referred in an imprecise way to 
the racially superior stock from which many English believed they originated. 

Racism on the part of Jews in the nineteenth century has been much less 
studied than racism on the part of Gentiles, and obviously Jews who believed 
in Jewish racial supremacy had to be more circumspect about expressing their 
ideas. Still, Disraeli’s claims were not an isolated phenomenon. His thoughts 
on the superiority of the Jewish race found rough but substantial counterparts 
in such writers as the popular German-Jewish historian of the Jews, Heinrich 
Graetz, who dismissed the accomplishments of prominent German thinkers 
and artists as largely derived from Jews. The celebrated German-Jewish poet 
Heinrich Heine, too playful perhaps to be taken seriously or literally on the 
issue, trumpeted the unparalleled triumph of the Jewish race in modern Euro- 
pean history. He also grouped Jew and Arab together as Semitic kin.10 

More obvious examples are Zionist, or proto-Zionist thinkers, such as Moses 
Hess (1812-1875), who already by midcentury had abandoned his earlier rad- 
ical cosmopolitanism and had emphasized the primary importance of race, 
the distinct and immutable traits, both physical and cultural, of the races of 
humankind.!© Hess, who had worked closely for a time with Karl Marx, later 
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affirmed that the “race struggle is primary, the class struggle secondary.” He 
believed that the Jews as a race would survive, triumph even, for the Jewish 
race was, in his words, one of the superior “primary races of mankind, andl it 
has retained its integrity despite the influence of changing climatic environ- 
ments.” Similarly, Judaism would become the spiritual guide of humankind, 
whereas Christianity, “a religion of death,” would wither.!!® He was a good 
friend of Graetz, who wrote him of his delight in “scourging” Germans. Graetz. 
added that “we must above all work to shatter Christianity.”"! 

Jewish racism, and of course Zionism, could build upon the uibalisuc-nation- 
alistic elements within Judaism, but no doubt equally important in the nine- 
teenth century was the simple fact that nearly everyone believed in racial deter- 
minism. The extravagant claims of the sort expressed by Disraeli, Graetz, or 
Hess may also be seen as a defense mechanism against negative imagery con- 
cerning Jews and Semites. By this ume in the West, Jewish self-hatred may have 
been more common than ideas like those of Disraeh, although the two were 
inextricably and paradoxically bound together in many cases, most famously in 
that of Heine.!!2 

By the middle to late years of the nineteenth century the most common 
Jewish public stance among prominent western European Jews was universalis- 
tic. Yet, even within those universalistic convictions were nuances with racist 
undertones. The French—Jewish man of letters Julien Benda reported that 
among his Jewish acquaintances at the end of the century “were certain mag- 
nates, financiers rather than literary men, with whom the belief in the superi- 
ority of their race and in the natural subjection of those who did not belong to 
it, was visibly sovereign.”!!5 Similarly, a number of Jewish politicians on the left 
in France harbored a sense of their special merit or destiny as Jews to be politi- 
cal leaders, what they considered their “right to rule.” 

It would be a mistake, at any rate, to attribute to Disraeli, or other promt 
nent Jewish racists of the nineteenth century, the aggressive and hate-filled 
racism that is to be found in some non-Jewish racists. Indeed, even to menuon 
the occasional examples of the kind of racism cited by Benda or to pay atten- 
tion to the boasting of Disraeli risks appearing to give credence to the exag- 
gerated charges of nineteenth-century anti-Semites. But the point should not 
be lost that anti-Semitic beliefs about Jews fed upon the kind of observations 
made by Benda and Disraeh, not simply upon fantasies alone. 

Some observers have dismissed Disraeli’s exaggerated praise for all things 
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Jewish as lacking in seriousness; his noble Jewish characters have been seen as 
a specific response, or rebuttal, to the loathsome Jew Fagin in Charles Dick- 
ens's novel Oliver Twist. Certainly Disraeli’s racism did not entail aggressive 
hatred of the non-Jew or any seriously conceived program for Jewish world 
mastery. Even if some Jews felt such hatred, they could not openly express it in 
the way that non-Jews expressed their hatred, given the numerical weakness 
and vulnerability of Jews in Europe. 


The Ambiguities of Non-Jewish Racism 


However, this recognition that Jewish feelings of racial superiority were 
rarely aggressive or violent in intent must be balanced by a similar recognition 
that aggressive hatred of Jews, with a concrete agenda of violence, was also not 
characteristic of the non-Jewish racists so far described. That is, in spite of the 
negative imagery concerning Semites that comes across in many theoretical or 
scientific works of the mid— to late nineteenth century, the overwhelming 
majority of them did not advocate violence against Jews. Most did not even 
advocate civil disabilities for them. Renan lived to witness the crude, populist 
anti-Semitism of the last quarter of the nineteenth century, and he was 
repelled by it. He then backed away from a number of his seemingly anti- 
Semitic pronouncements of the 1860s. He had never thought of himself as an 
enemy of Jewish contemporaries, and indeed he was himself attacked by the 
anti-Semites of the 1880s and 1890s. He joined with Victor Hugo in the early 
1880s in organizing a relief committee for eastern European Jews, and he con- 
sistently defended the notion of civil equality for Jews.!"4 

Jews in western Europe also began to move away from their earlier accep- 
tance of racial categories, especially once they had come to appreciate how 
much mischief the idea of race was creating for them. And other racists also 
regretted the use that was made of their ideas. Gobineau, for all his vilification 
of Negroes, did not support their enslavement.'!5 Even in England, for all the 
popularity of racist notions, J. C. Pritchard, a respected and influential English 
anthropologist, was known to argue that mixed races, rather than pure ones, 
were superior.!!6 

Anti-Jewish imagery did go unopposed among non-Jews, particularly the 
social Darwinists among them. The very survival of Jews over the centuries was 
frequently cited by various non-Jewish observers as a sign of biological or racial 
superiority.!!7 The work of Sir Francis Galton, Hereditary Genius (1869), listed 


14 Cf. Shmuel Almog, “The Racial Motif in Renan’s Attitude to Jews and Judaism,” in Shmuel 
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Jews as one of the groups that should be encouraged to reproduce, because of 
their racial superiority. Alphonse de Candolle, perhaps the most influential 
theoretician of race inside France, considered Jews to be a crowning culmina- 
tion of the white race.!'!® Similarly, in literature, Sir Walter Scott’s noble and 
beautiful Rebecca in Jvanhoe can be seen as a powerful counterimage to Dick- 
ens’s Fagin. Few if any works attempted to counter the racist denigration of 
African blacks. 

Dickens, revealingly, was both astonished and appalled to see that he was 
considered an anti-Semite merely because he had created a particular unat- 
tractive Jewish character. Fagin was but one of many scoundrels in the novel, 
and certainly not intended, Dickens complained, to stand as a symbol of the 
Jewish people. It is nonetheless true that in many passages of the book, the 
portrayal of “the Jew,” Fagin, does appear to borrow from crude, hostile 
stereotypes of Jews in general in ways that Dickens himself may not have fully 
appreciated. He subsequently wrote a novel, Our Mutual [riend, with an 
admirable Jewish character, Solomon Riah. Dickens remarked that he had 
made Fagin a Jew simply because Jews in London at midcentury were com- 
monly associated with pickpocketing rings hke that portrayed in Oliver Twist. 
Fagin was modeled after a notorious Jewish figure in London, Ikey Solomons, 
who in the 1820s headed a criminal network that included a chain of 
brothels.!!9 

A further example from the literary realm that underlines the need to look 
carefully at those dismissed as anti-Semites in the mid-nineteenth century is 
the writer Gustave Freytag (1816-1895). The repellent Jewish characters in 
his extremely popular novel Soll und Haben (1855) certainly helped to propa- 
gate or reinforce negative images of Jews, yet there were also positive Jewish 
figures in the novel. Moreover, Freytag himself married a Jew, befriended 
many Jews, and publicly denounced racial and political anti-Semitism.!?° 

Even Richard Wagner, whose anti-Semitism was blatant, nevertheless har- 
bored ambiguous attitudes. His words about some Jews being able to become 
Germans were not entirely hollow. What is often not recognized about him — 
and certainly needs to be considered by those who maintain that anti-Semites 
typically have no experience with real Jews — is that throughout his life he 
worked with Jews, often closely. In his memoirs he called his friendship with the 
Jew Samuel Lehrs “one of the most beautiful . . . of my life.”!?! Indeed, before 
the publication of his pamphlet in 1850 he might have passed as a philo-Semite. 
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Even after he had been acclaimed by Germany’s anti-Semites as their hero, he 
continued to have intimate contacts with many Jews. Hermann Levi, the son ofa 
rabbi, remained his favorite conductor, and “friend Rubinstein,” a talented 
young Jewish musician who idolized Wagner, lived with the Wagners for 
extended periods.'22 Wagner was often unspeakably cruel to his Jewish “friends,” 
and it is admittedly difficult to know what to make of these strange relationships, 
both from the standpoint of the Jews in question and from that of Wagner. The 
point here is simply to underline how the label “anti-Semite,” no less than 
“racist,” can mask some unfamiliar and elusive realities. 

The least anti-Semitic of all of those in the nineteenth century who traf- 
ficked in concepts of racial determinism were the physical scientists, that 1s, 
those who were concerned with physical measurement in nature, with “good, 
hard facts” rather than the elusive abstractions of the more literary types like 
Renan and Gobineau. And the prestige of physical scientists was great and 
growing in the nineteenth century. Charles Darwin’s On the Origin of Species was 
one of the three or four most influential works in that century. Although Dar- 
win’s theories of natural selection were refashioned by others into forms that 
assumed a racist character, he was himself not a racist in any notable sense, 
and certainly not an anti-Semite. 

Darwin was merely the most famous of a growing corps of natural scientists 
who took pride in careful procedures, exact measurements, and theories 
based on solid facts. Darwin’s illustrious contemporary, Paul Broca, the 
founder of the Anthropological Society of Paris in 1859, focused his attention 
on a meticulous measuring of human bodies. He devoted particular attention 
to an obvious human organ, the brain. Did a larger one mean greater intelli- 
gence? And did different races have different-sized brains? Broca arrived at a 
positive answer to both of those questions, based on careful measurement. 
Negroes have smaller brains than Europeans, just as women have smaller 
brains than men. And, he concluded, both Negroes and women were less 
intelligent, on the average, than whites or males. 

Broca’s studies confirmed a common-sense racist conclusion, one popularly 
made without the benefit of careful scienufic measurement: that cultural dif- 
ferences and physical differences were related. In racist terms, skin color and 
hair type were in some way related to intelligence and psychological tendency. 
Broca was a man of the left, and what is particularly interesting in his case is 
that he did not ostensibly want to believe in human inequality, but he felt dn- 
ven in the direction of believing in the inequality of races, and sexes, by what 
he deemed overwhelming evidence. By the standards of the day he was a care- 
ful scientist, even if today we can see the flaws in his research.!*3 He stated that 
it was necessary for scientists to put aside their ethical hopes for human equal- 
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ity: Truth was truth, even if unpleasant, and the truth was that races were 
unequal. 

Purity of race in Gobineau’s sense, the idea that so excited a number of 
German and Jewish observers, was not desirable in Broca’s eyes. He believed 
that most great civilizations were based upon mixed races.!'*! Broca was not an 
anu-Semite, and he denounced the enslavement of Negroes. Interestingly, a 
Jewish observer in France, Jules Carvallo, following Broca, concluded that 
since Jews had a larger cranial capacity than other races, they were particularly 
suited to survive in the social Darwinistic struggle for existence. Another 
Frenchman, Alfred Legoyt, emphasized the lower death rate among Jews as 
further scientific or objective evidence of their biological superiority.!” 

Broca’s interest in brains was paralleled by other efforts to measure the 
human body (eyes, noses, head shapes, length of limbs) in order to establish 
rigorously scientific definitions of race.!°6 The brilliant and famous Scottish 
anatomist Robert Knox in his book The Races of Mankind (1850) emphasized 
facial angle (in a line from forehead to chin) as a sign of racial superiority, 
although in truth many of his judgments about race were as willful and subjec- 
tive as anything to be found in Renan and Gobincau. For Knox it was the “Sax- 
ons” and the “Slavonic” peoples who constituted the superior races. The black 
races of the world lacked the “grand qualities which distinguish man from ant- 
mal.”!?7 In words strikingly like those of Disraeli, Knox proclaimed, “race is 
everything; civilization depends upon it.” However, in a strong dissent from Dis- 
raeli, Knox considered the Jews to be lacking in creativity; they were parasites — 
without craftsmen, farmers, or productive members, and physically ugly. The 
Jews, like the Gypsies, lived by cunning, by cheating or exploiting others. !?8 

Racist thought in the nineteenth century was bewildering in its diversity 
and apparent contradictions; the preceding remarks are suggestive, hardly 
exhaustive. What should emerge from them, however, is that while racist ideas 
in the nineteenth century were widespread, they were by no means of a piece, 
leading to unanimous conclusions, especially in regard to the Jews. The most 
hostile, categorical, and vicious imagery concerning Jews came mostly from 
the fringes of respectability, or from the so-called mystics of race,!*9 who had 
relatively little influence upon their nineteenth-century contemporarics. 

We are brought finally to conclusions about the influence of nineteenth- 
century racist thought on anti-Semitism that are similar to the conclusions 
already reached concerning the influence of Christianity and Enlightened 
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ideas: In each of them one may discover obvious anti-Semitic themes, but they 
are mixed with other themes that if not unequivocally philo-Semitic, nonethe- 
less tend to counterbalance, mitigate, or neutralize hatred of Jews. More sub- 
tly, Jewish inferiority was less often identified with physical and intellectual 
traits than was the case with other denigrated races, especially African blacks. 
There was no clear consensus about Jews. Moreover, that Jews were seen in 
racially negative terms did not necessarily mean that they were considered 
inferior; indeed, many of those hostile to Jews were hostile because they were 
afraid of the power and ambitions of the Jews, linked to their undeniable abili- 
ties. Insofar as anti-Semites dwelt on Jewish inferiority it was often not physical 
or intellectual but moral. 

We cannot conclude that racist ideas as such were the root cause of hatred 
of Jews in the nineteenth century. Many racists, perhaps most, were not anti- 
Semitic. And, as will be more fully explored in later chapters, a number who 
rejected racism were violently hostile to Jews.!%° Anti-Semitism was more than 
racism, much more. And racism was also much more than anti-Semitism. 
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—= PART TWO 


THE APPEARANCE 
OF MODERN ANTI-SEMITISM 
(1870-1890) 


S USED BY SCHOLARS the concept “modern anti-Semitism” has 

come to entail significantly more than the contrast between pre- 

modern religious hatred and modern racial-secular hatred. 
“Modern” in these pages has so far been used in one of its more familiar 
forms, close to the generic notion of liberalism, deriving from the Enlighten- 
ment and, more distantly, from the Protestant Reformation and having to do 
with the establishment of personal liberty (of conscience, of political and eco- 
nomic activity), a belief in the powers of unaided reason, in progress, and in 
secular values. Such modernism was explicitly condemned by the pope in 
1864 in his Syllabus of Errors, and it stands in sharp contrast to the premodern 
world of faith, corporate communities, ecclesiastical authority, and tradition. 

Modern times also entailed the application of new techniques of produc- 
tion, which led to an unprecedented expansion of material wealth in the 
course of the nineteenth century. Parallel to this expansion was a rapid popu- 
lation increase, moving primarily into the cities of Europe and America. 
Finally, modern times saw the ever more extensive application of the principle 
of maximum efficiency to economic, social, and political life, often destroying 
the traditional and inefficient. A pervasive sense of loss, a yearning for the 
communal closeness of premodern life, as contrasted to the impersonal, atom- 
istic striving and cosmopolitanism of modern society, was central to much of 
the thought and artistic expression of the nineteenth century — and to mod- 
ern anti-Semitism, since Jews were so widely associated with these dynamic and 
destructive modern trends. 

When scholars refer to the kind of modern anti-Semitism that flared up in 
the last decades of the nincteenth century, they are referring to something 
related but more precise and less obvious. Modern anti-Semitism was charac- 
terized by a call to action, a move into the modern political realm; anti-Sem- 
ites are then new because they have a program of action in regard to the Jews, 
not simply harsh words or thoughts in their regard. Modern politics in this 
sense has to do with new democratic-populist or democratic-radical forms of 
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organization, mobilization, and participation, as distinguished from the more 
elitist or “classic” liberalism of the preceding decades. In the last quarter of the 
nineteenth century broad masses of the population, previously not actively or 
consistently involved in political activity, began to assert themselves in new 
ways — not, to be sure, taking over but still constituting a presence, showing 
new energy, and appearing to be the voice of the future. The term “modern 
political anti-Semitism,” then, refers to such phenomena. Anti-Semitc political 
activists, when they first appeared in the 1870s and 1880s, insisted on their 
difference from liberal leaders, and their call for specific political action 
against the Jews differed from earlier literary attacks on Jews, or from mere 
social snobbery. 

The contrasts between nineteenth-century liberals of the classical variety 
and their emerging democratic—populist opponents were several. Liberals 
were not democrats in the sense of believing in the direct rule of the people; 
they operated according to more bourgeois-—elitist methods than did the vari- 
ous emerging “democrats.” (A range of more precise terms might be used for 
them: populist democrats, radical democrats, social democrats, or Christian 
democrats — but not liberal democrats.) Typically, liberal parties of the 1860s 
and 1870s had been run by committees of wealthy notables, often from busi- 
ness and professional circles. It was they who worked out political strategies 
and programs. They also nominated candidates for parliamentary office with- 
out feeling any particular need to elicit advice from or active participation of 
the electorate in general. Liberals characteristically considered the lower 
orders, who were just beginning to get the vote in many countries, a danger to 
political liberty — indeed, to civilization itself. Insofar as liberals were inclined 
to share power it was with the older ruling elites, to whom liberal notables sul 
often deferred. There was a tendency in most countries in these years, partly 
in response to the agitation of the lower orders, for liberals to edge toward the 
right, establishing various kinds of alliances with the older elites, which often 
entailed a split in the liberal camp into right and left wings. Jewish liberals did 
not differ markedly from Gentile liberals in these regards. In some areas, 
notably Vienna, liberal Jews were particularly elitist. 

Anti-Semites of the 1870s and 1880s were thus modern in ways that are not 
usually understood by the term, ways that seemed to go against the modern 
notion of the progress of reason and freedom. In this sense they presaged 
twentieth-century political realities more than liberalism did. Anti-Semites 
began to address, recruit, and mobilize the lower orders in new, antiliberal 
ways. These modern enemies of the Jews often used the language of race, but 
there was both more and less to modern anti-Semitism than racial hatred as 
such; anu-Semitism became a modern movement in the context of the const- 
tutional nation-state, a movement that involved an active and positive kind of 
participation by the broad masses of people around a cluster of ideas, symbols, 
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and motifs constituting an “ideology,” again a term with characteristically mod- 
ern implications. 

For much of the nineteenth century anti-Jewish sentiment had remained 
primarily within the confines of traditional forms and institutions, reflecting 
Christian values, premodern derision, and social snobbery. Public agitation 
against Jews, and violence against them, had been disorganized, limited in 
scale, and in fact uncommon. The Russian pogroms of 1881-1882, occurring 
in a backward country, were only a partial exception; they engaged violent 
mobs and unquestionably reflected the growing pains of modernization in 
Russia, but they were shortlived outbreaks without coherent leadership, orga- 
nization, or ideological motivation. 

In comparison, after the mid-1870s, theorists, agitators, organizers, and 
broad masses in western Europe began to come together around new idcolo- 
gies. Anti-Semitcs began to acquire offices and cadres, newspapers and presses; 
they formed parties and pressure groups; they organized regular meetings, col- 
lected dues, planned tours and campaigns, and joined local groups together 
with national centers. Funds devoted to electoral campaigns grew appreciably, 
as did the participation rates of voters and the energies devoted to elections. 
Rallies, parades, and demonstrations were organized by these new anti-Semitic 
parties and pressure groups. Like other ideologically oriented movements of 
the day, the anu-Semites produced formal programs that they sought to intro- 
duce through parhament and local representative bodies. 

Many of those who have been described as anti-Semites in the 1870s and 
1880s were not racists, and some were even firmly antiracist. Contrary to sim- 
plistic accounts, explicitly religious, not primarily racial, motifs played a cen- 
tral role in many attacks on Jews in these years. Those who denounced Jews 
and Jewish influence came from the ranks of Catholics and Protestants, believ- 
ers and nonbelievers, reactionaries and progressives, and many who were 
rather confused about their identity and fidelities, including a number of 
prominent Jews themselves. 

A key unifying trait of these diverse anti-Jewish groups was anxiety about the 
economic changes of the time and more broadly about the meaning of a wide 
range of modern trends, many of which seemed to benefit Jews. Yet, “antimod- 
ernism” can be a misleading label for these groups, for within them were fig- 
ures who prided themselves on their modern, progressive ideas. Insofar as the 
anti-Semites of the time were motivated by religious concepts, they used reli- 
gion in new ways, consistent with the idea of an ideologically based modern 
movement. 

Premodern religious anti-Semitism might also be termed “ideological” in 
that the presence of Jews, and the problems their presence presented, had 
been integrated into Christian theology. But modern religious anti-Semites 
attempted to adjust to the new realities of an industrial economy, impersonal 
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society, and nation-state. To be sure, many religious anti-Semites agitated in 
favor of a return to premodern controls and norms insofar as the Jews were 
concerned, but anti-Semites used modern methods in their agitation in favor 
of those premodern norms. Moreover, those supposed premodern norms 
were typically romanticized, misrepresented, or misunderstood by anti-Semitic 
spokesmen — also in modern ways. 

Tensions between Jews and non-Jews in the 1870s and 1880s flared up 
where modern trends were having a pronounced impact, particularly where 
Jews were conspicuous: the new commercial and industrial cities; the stock 
market, the financing of railroads, and the retail trade; and journalism and 
other publicly prominent professions, such as law and medicine. These flare- 
ups varied in timing and intensity from country to country, but they were 
everywhere cause for surprise and even shock in those quarters where it had 
been assumed that Jew-hatred was one of the medieval prejudices that was 
being steadily overcome by Europeans in this age of science, religious tolera- 
tion, and inexorable progress. To such observers, Jew-hatred was anachronistic 
and irrational; it just did not make sense. 

Such observers had other shocks to deal with. The surprise at the appear- 
ance of anti-Semitism seems to have been intimately connected with the feel- 
ing of shock that came with the unexpected economic depression in Europe 
that began in 1873. For the economy to falter suddenly put many other things 
into question. The optimism and the belief in unending progress had them- 
selves been intimately linked to a faith in steady economic growth, to confi- 
dence in the free-market system. An interlocking structure of beliefs, among 
which was the supportive Gentile—liberal attitude to Jewish emancipation, was 
put to the test after 1873. 

We cannot accurately speak of the “end” or “collapse” of liberalism during 
the depression of the following two decades; it was more a matter of the older, 
conservative elites, which had by no means been wholly vanquished in the 
1850s and 1860s, reasserting themselves and in many cases seeking popular 
support against the liberals. The wealth of these elites was based to an impor- 
tant degree on land and agriculture; the drop in agricultural prices in the 
depression alarmed them. They thus “discovered or rediscovered the cardinal 
importance of politics”! and effectively worked for the introduction of legisla- 
tion that protected their interests, most notably in tariffs. 

The depression of the mid-to-late 1870s, 1880s, and early 1890s, known for 
years afterward as the Great Depression, was a minor affair by later standards.2? 
Present-day economic historians describe it as a leveling off of productivity, fol- 
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lowed by a recovery in the 1890s and generally impressive growth until 1914. 
In short, the shock associated with it appears in historical perspective to have 
been an overreaction. The anti-Semitic “explosion” of those years needs to be 
viewed in a similar light, for it was also mild by post-1914 standards. In the 
decade or two immediately before the war, when the economy regained its 
vitality, a renewed, if also chastened confidence in the future of Gentile-Jewish 
relationships emerged, one that saw a distinctly greater degree of Jewish 
assertiveness than had been the case in midcentury. 

Part Two of this book examines developments in Germany in the 1870s and 
1880s with special care because of the influence the new Reich came to have 
in those years. Subsequent chapters of Part Two explore the revealing varia- 
tions of Jewish-Gentile relations in Austria-Hungary, France, Great Britain, 
and the United States. 


—=3 
Germans and Jews 


(1870-1890) 


To have a declining economic class [the Junkers] 
hold pohtical authority in its hands is dangerous 
and, in the long run, not compatible with the 
national interest. (Max Weber) 


As for anu-Semiutic feelings, the Jews themselves are 
to blame, and the present agitation must be ascribed 
to their arrogance, vanity, and unspeakable inso- 
lence. (Meyer Carl Rothschild in a letter to Gerson 
Bleichroder)! 


No longer can we suffer to see the Jews push them- 
selves everywhere to the front, everywhere seize lead- 
ership and dominate public opinion. They are 
always pushing us aside. They take our breath and 
air away. (Otto Glagau) 


This remarkable people, yielding yet tenacious, was 
in the ancient world as in the modern world every- 
where and nowhere at home, and everywhere and 
nowhere powerful. . .. Even in the ancient world 
Judaism was an effective leaven of cosmopolitan and 
national decomposition. (Theodor Mommsen)? 


1 Quoted in Fritz Stern, The Politics of Cultural Despair: A Study of Germanic Ideology (New York, 
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The German Problem; the Sonderweg 


The German problem is central to modern European history and is in 
revealing ways linked to the Jewish problem. The relationship of Germans and 
Jews has been the subject of innumerable studies; it might be termed a major 
subfield of German history, with its own journals, specialized monographs, 
and works for the general reader. The nature of German-Jewish interplay is 
still bitterly debated — in particular the extent to which one can properly speak 
of mutual benefit and respect — but there is little doubt that nowhere else have 
Jacob and Esau had a more intricate, fecund, and yet finally tragic relation- 
ship.? Nowhere was the rise of the Jews more notable, and nowhere was it 
more searchingly debated whether the nature of Jews was unchangeably for- 
eign, undermining those among whom they resided, or adaptable and benefi- 
cial to the host people. Similarly, the possible ramifications of the notion of 
chosenness are nowhere more clearly revealed than in the history of modern 
Germany, for growing numbers of Germans came to believe that they were 
somehow chosen by history for a special destiny.4 

It is a common assumption, and a position expressed in much of the litera- 
ture dealing with both the German and Jewish problems, that the relations of 
Jews and non-Jews in Germany, dating back into the Middle Ages, were pecu- 
liar, ominously different from those in other nations. A related assertion has 
been that the unusual, often disastrous historical experiences of Germany 
between 1870 and 1933 exacerbated those differences. The broader issue of 
Germany’s Sonderweg, or “special path,” has spawned a contentious scholarly 
literature, centering on the degree to which modern Germans were more 
authoritarian, militaristic, xenophobic, and racist than other Europeans. One 
school of historians has argued that Germany’s ruling elites manipulated large 
sectors of the German population, mobilizing mass support against the threat 
of further hberal-modernizing political reform. Those same elites, the argu- 
ment continues, managed to provide special protection to the privileged, pre- 
modern sectors of Germany’s society and economy, resulting in a strange - or 
“special” — mix of premodern and modern, one that contained ultimately 
incompatible elements and that produced dangerous tensions.° 
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One of the most portentous aspects of this manipulation, so this school of 
historians has argued, was that Jews, long outsiders but rapidly becoming 
wealthy and influenual, were now blamed for Germany’s various ills. Such 
accusations were made, on the one hand, by those who sincerely believed in 
the baneful influence of Jews and on the other by cynics who were perfectly 
aware that those ills had many causes, most of them little or only remotely 
related to the presence of Jews in Germany. Blaming the Jews had the advan- 
tage of diverting attention from the genuine causes of distress. 

Other scholars have argued that the rise of anti-Semitism in Germany must 
be understood as much more complicated than a matter of cynical manipula- 
tors and gullible masses. The ruling clite could not simply call modern ant- 
Semitism into being ex nihilo, and the efforts of that elite to control expres- 
sions of Jew-hatred once they burst forth were anything but smooth, 
confident, or successful. Real issues were involved, issues that emerged from 
the concentration of Jews in certain occupations, from their related extraordi- 
nary economic and social success, and from a range of cultural traits that dlis- 
tinguished them from non-Jewish Germans.® These real issues engaged large 
numbers of Germans in a spontaneous way, independent of the efforts of cyni- 
cal manipulators. 

To speak of German citizens engaged in a spontaneous, independent way 
brushes upon another much debated aspect of Germany’s peculiar condition: 
the putative political passivity of the educated, middle-class citizenry, the reti- 
cence of the educated bourgeoisie — “supine and star-struck”’ — to challenge 
the established authorities. Those who believe in the importance of that polit- 
cal passivity have seen it as central to the later victory of Nazism. The ant- 
Semitic movement in the 1880s thus appears in a paradoxical light: Insofar as 
anti-Semites were agitating in favor of popular power against the authorities, 
they were demonstrating an un-German and “healthy” activism, one that may 
be seen as part of a necessary if painful process of political maturation. 

Those historians who have argued that the political passivity of Germans 
has been overstated or carelessly conceptualized have had to deal with yet 
another sign of “disease”: From the Middle Ages to the beginning of the mod- 
ern period Jews in Germany had been often associated with the authorities 
and frequently protected by them. Thus, popular activism against the authori- 
ties, in premodern as in modern times, often blended into attacks on Jews.® 
Anti-Semitism can therefore be interpreted as an aspect of “wholesome” 
trends, of popular activism against autocratic leaders. 


6 Cf. Blackbourn and Eley, Peculianties; also the useful discussion in W. E. Mosse, Jews in the German 
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& Cf. Christopher R. Friedrichs, “Politics or Pogrom? The Fetunilch Uprising in German and Jew- 
ish History,” Central European [fistory, vol. 19, no. 2, June 1986, 186-228. 
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There were other paradoxes in the situation by the mid-nineteenth cen- 
tury: The German problem had much in common with the Jewish problem in 
that both Germans and Jews were expanding in various ways — numbers, 
wealth, power, prestige — at a rate that alarmed those around them, that chal- 
lenged older elites and traditional relationships, and that evoked defensive 
reactions. Both Germans and Jews, especially German Jews, were admired — 
and feared — in ways that are difficult to sort out. Both had traits that were 
widely esteemed, yet both were in other ways perceived as troublesome, over- 
bearing, and threatening to cherished values. 

One peculiarity of Germany’s development in the late nineteenth century 
seems beyond dispute: The shock of the Great Depression was particularly 
severe. German-speaking Jews were the largest and economically most success- 
ful population of assimilated Jews in Europe, and because of their important 
positions in the German economy, they were almost unavoidably idenufied with 
the Depression. Germany’s economy, or the economies of the various German 
states before unification, had been growing with remarkable, even breakneck 
speed in the 1860s, and it grew even faster in the early 1870s. Jews seemed to 
benefit disproportionately from that growth, and they were widely and plausibly 
(which is not to say justifiably) blamed for its sudden collapse. The expression 
of both antiliberal and anti-Jewish feelings in Germany was subsequently more 
widespread and assumed richer, at times more sophisticated forms than else- 
where in Europe. For much of the 1880s and 1890s the first modern anti- 
Semitic movement found its most impressive and influential form in Germany. 

Given the growing prestige of Germany and things German, the nascent 
German anti-Semitic movement took on a special significance. The final steps 
of German territorial unification came with brilliant, Prussian-led military vic- 
tories over the Habsburg Empire (1866) and then over Napoleon III’s Second 
Empire (1870-1871). Especially after 1871 it seemed to many observers that 
the new German Reich was replacing France as the leading nation on the con- 
tinent, not only in the obvious military and diplomatic realms but also eco- 
nomically. Germans stood out in science, technology, and scholarship (here 
most strikingly of all, since German universities became models for the world); 
and in the arts, music, and literature - indeed, in nearly every realm. Germany 
seemed simply more dynamic than France; the relative growth of the two coun- 
tries’ populations suggested that dynamism perhaps more than anything else: 
From 1871 to 1914 the population of the German Reich rose fifty-eight per- 
cent (from 41 to 65 million) while France’s population, in the eighteenth cen- 
tury the largest in Europe, grew relatively little, settling at 39 million by 1914. 

Germans were gaining a new respect among nations; admiration for things 
German and imitation of German models spread throughout Europe. (“Ger- 
man,” it should be noted, can refer to the new, Prussian-led Reich but also to 
the extensive areas of central Europe where millions of Germans lived and 
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where German culture and language prevailed — the deutscher Kulturbereich, the 
German cultural realm. German-speaking scientists and artists in Vienna or 
Prague, although not residing in the newly unified German Reich, neverthe- 
less both enhanced and enjoyed the general prestige of things German.) As 
noted, many Germans were inclined to see world historical significance in the 
establishment of the German Reich; it represented a turning point in modern 
history. Even more grandiosely, some German nationalists believed the new 
Reich was the expression of divine purpose, an affirmation of the mission of 
the German spirit in the modern world. How unique or “special” such beliefs 
actually were is debatable. We will see that Jews in many countries, not only 
Germany, were inclined to see the rise of the Jews in modern times as express- 
ing a divine purpose or a Jewish mission. Citizens of the United States, too, 
with their notions of Manifest Destiny, expressed a belief that they and the 
new American nation were agents of God's will. 

No one was especially surprised to hear that Jews were being persecuted in 
retrograde Russia or Romania. But the new German Reich was widely 
respected as a land of cultured, disciplined, and law-abiding citizens. Its gov- 
ernment was considered unusually efficient and responsible. And the assimila- 
tion of Jews in the German lands that would constitute the new Reich had pro- 
gressed much beyond what was the norm in eastern Europe. That degree of 
assimilation had, indeed, few equivalents in other areas of Europe with a large 
Jewish population, except for the western, largely German-speaking territories 
of Austria and the Magyar-dominated areas of Hungary. For such reasons the 
wave of anti-Jewish indignation and outrage that passed over Germany, and 
the efforts to give to that wave the form of a modern mass movement, caught 
the attention of the civilized western world. 


German Liberalism and the New German State 


The liberal middle years of the century had seen the final steps in grant- 
ing civil emancipation to Jews in most German-speaking lands, not without 
mean-tempered dissent from various quarters. Even German liberals were not 
unanimously persuaded that Germany’s Jews were ready for full emancipation. 
The German model of emancipation, unlike that of the French, was character- 
ized by wary gradualism; the German defenders of Jewish emancipation in the 
early part of the century had spoken of a process that would take three or four 
generations. They also insisted that assiduous attention by the political authori- 
ties to educate Jews to the responsibilities of ciuzenship would be necessary.9 
But those steps were generally accepted as part of the reforms necessary if newly 
unified Germany was to become a land of free and independent citizens and if 
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the country was to enter into the ranks of Europe’s most modern nations, 
France and England. Being counted among the most modern, most highly civ- 
lized nations was important to Germany's elites; discriminatory laws against the 
Jews characterized the backward nations, such as Russia and Romania. 

By the late 1860s liberal principles were given fuller application in many 
arenas besides those touching the condition of the Jews. Indeed, those general 
principles were the primary consideration; the emancipation of the Jews was 
seen as a necessary aspect of them, much as was the case in the debates of the 
French National Assembly from 1789 to 1791. Freedom of movement for 
goods and individuals was firmly established in law, which meant a loosening 
of the earlier economic controls and a weakening of the privileges of corpo- 
rate bodies like the guilds. Limited liability joint-stock companies were legal- 
ized, and regulations concerning the stock market were significantly relaxed. 
Similarly, to express one’s opinions freely and to form political organizations 
became easier, less tied down by legal restrictions. 

These were liberal rights that had been in place for some time in France 
and Great Britain. However, modern Anglo-French ideas and practices had 
received a mixed reception in Germany; they were identified with the hated 
French invaders and the untrustworthy, materialistic “nation of shopkeepers.” 
Already early in the century some of Germany’s best minds had subjected lib- 
eral tenets to a penetrating critique. As the century progressed German liber- 
als remained relatively uncertain of themselves and politically unassertive 
when compared with their counterparts in England or France, especially at 
the national, as contrasted with the local level. Even the liberal belief in 
human rights, and in particular the rights of Jews as human beings, expressed 
itself cautiously in Germany. Jews were expected to show themselves, by a 
steady and prudent improvement of their habits, worthy of German citizen- 
ship. They could not claim it as an abstract right, on the French model.!° 

This caution was an aspect of the political reticence of Germany’s educated 
classes. Since the Protestant Reformation, Germans were known to consider 
internal or spiritual freedom as particularly important, while external or politi- 
cal liberty was of a lower priority or, really, of a different order. The German 
historian Gerhart Ritter has written of an “essentially Lutheran” distaste on the 
part of the educated classes in Germany for the messy confusions of politics, 
for the divisiveness of political parties, and the compromises and corruptions 
of parliamentary activity.!! These traits were often associated with the anarchic 
French temper or the crass materialism of the Anglo—Americans. Lack of self- 
restraint in material terms and more generally an attention to the external, 
nonspiritual world were also widely believed to be Jewish characteristics, as 
also those of the Latin peoples. 


1” Tbid., 82. 
'! Gerhart Ritter, Das Deutsche Problem (Munich, 1962). 
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Related to that Lutheran distaste was a deep-seated tendency to believe in 
the political wisdom of properly constituted rulers. Germans characteristically 
were willing to sacrifice a degree of justice in the secular realm for order and 
tranquillity or, indeed, to see a higher justice in such a sacrifice. In a deeper 
and also Lutheran sense, Germans were inclined to believe that “right belief,” 
a proper spiritual state, necessarily preceded “right action.” In contrast, the 
teachings of Judaism were known to stress the importance of right action, 
without straining over issues of right belief (a tendency found in some Christ- 
ian denominations as well, most notably the Church of England). The identity 
of Germans as a spiritual people, and their inclination to portray the Jews as 
lacking in true spirituality, borrowed much from these dichotomies and no 
doubt fed anti-Semitic convictions. 

Although the enemies of Jews in Germany denigrated them as pushy, divi- 
sive, and “un-German,” there seems little question that the great majority of 
German middle-class Jews finally came to resemble German Christians more 
than they did Jews in other countries, both in terms of public manners and in 
their attitudes to secular authority. Indeed, Jewish liberals of midcentury were 
berated by following generations of Jews for their “Germanic” political passiv- 
ity as Jews. That is, German Jews allegedly allowed civil equality to be given to 
them, rather than winning it in open political struggle. Similarly, and perhaps 
more importantly as far as their retrospective critics have been concerned, 
they hesitated to combat political anti-Semitism openly and actively as Jews, 
rather than respectfully waiting for the properly constituted authorities to deal 
with it. The language of these critiques broadly resembles the language with 
which German bourgeois liberals have been criticized: for insufficient bold- 
ness in pursuing their own interests, for failing to take up the “historic claims” 
of their class to rule Germany by replacing the Junker aristocracy. 

There was much soul searching among Germans concerning the kind of 
national unity achieved under Bismarck’s leadership. The new state remained, 
in spite of the exhilaration that accompanied the dramatic final stages of unifi- 
cation, “a very imperfect expression of the national community.”!* Especially 
in its first two decades, the 1870s and 1880s, that community remained deeply 
divided and uncertain of its future, and that uncertainty played a role in 
demands in some quarters for “pure” German feeling, with obvious implica- 
tions for Jews, very recent claimants to membership in that community. 

Among the many contentious issues was the exact nature of the state: Was it 
to be explicitly Christian (the conservative ideal) or secular (the liberal ideal) ? 
If Christian, was it to be unequivocally Lutheran—Protestant (and thus anti- 
Catholic)? Did its more liberal-democratic aspects, in particular universal 
manhood suffrage and the free movement of goods and people, not threaten 
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to degenerate eventually into a crass and materialistic mass democracy, as in 
the United States? These questions hid intricate nuances, some of direct rele- 
vance to the relations of Jews and non-Jews. 

Many Germans were not comfortable with the way that western-style free- 
dom and modernity were given to them in the 1850s and 1860s. These things 
were “given” because the German people, and their presumed liberal leaders, 
had failed to “take” them and thus control or shape them thereafter. The 
efforts of liberals, in other words, to unify all German-speaking lands around 
liberal principles in the revolutionary upheavals of 1848 had ended in a series 
of humiliating failures. Bismarck was not a liberal or, strictly speaking, even a 
German nationalist; at midcentury he was known as a reactionary, a devoted 
servant of the Prussian monarchy, and opposed to the liberal nationalists. The 
subsequent unification, under Bismarck’s and Prussia’s leadership, of a more 
restricted number of German-speaking peoples (purposely excluding the Ger- 
man Catholics in lands held by Austria), entailed as well a distinctly more 
restricted lhberalism than was to be found in the French and English models. 
Unification was more a Prussian triumph than a triumph of broad German 
nationalism or liberalism. 

In 1871 a number of important liberal principles were incorporated into 
the constitution of the new German Empire, such as free trade, the rule of law, 
representative institutions, and guarantees of free speech. Religious freedom 
and Jewish equality under the law were also a part of the constitution. How- 
ever, there were other less liberal, more authoritarian elements: The Reich- 
stag, Germany’s parliament, while elected by universal manhood suffrage, 
lacked certain key powers that were exercised by England’s or France’s parlia- 
ments. It could not, for example, dismiss the prime minister, or chancellor, 
who remained responsible only to the emperor, the king of Prussia. Still, Bis- 
marck as chancellor, after initially attempting to ignore the claims of the 
Reichstag, did strive to maintain a majority in it, and the Reichstag’s control of 
the budget gave it indirect and potential power over him. 

To the intransigent liberal the compromise with authoritarianism con- 
tained in the constitution of the new Reich was unacceptable. On the other 
hand, many traditionalists were outraged by the new constitution, since in it 
the privileges of the old aristocracy were curtailed, as were those of organized 
religion, and some old dynasties were abolished. Bismarck nimbly fended off 
resentments from left and right, but it was a tightrope act, and perhaps only a 
man of his extraordinary abilities could have succeeded in it — if “success” is 
finally the appropriate term for his accomplishments. 


Junker Hegemony and the Jews 


Whatever their reservations about the immediate impact of the new con- 
stitution, conservatives were for the most part protected by it, and they were 
certainly its long-range beneficiaries, which was Bismarck’s intent. Such was 
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especially true of the Prussian Junkers (landed nobility), Bismarck’s own class. 
Their power and prestige remained distinctly greater than that of nobles in 
France and England. In those countries the privileged upper classes had _his- 
torically faced a more determined and numerous bourgeoisie, and while the 
French and English bourgeoisie had by no means wholly destroyed the power 
of the older ruling elites, there were significant differences in the relations of 
bourgeoisie and nobility in Germany as compared with England and France. 
In the new German Reich the emperor was the Prussian king, a Hohenzollern 
(a Junker dynasty). In practice the Reich chancellor was always a Prussian. 
Junkers dominated the military and the upper ranks of state offices, and they 
jealously guarded their positions in spite of liberal-inspired constitutional pro- 
visions that in principle opened military and governmental offices to all quali- 
fiecl applicants. 

In short, the liberal forms that were officially incorporated into the new 
state were often unofficially interpreted in less than liberal ways by those in 
power. Such was especially the case in those areas where it was believed that 
pure German feeling was essential (for example, in primary education, the 
military, and the judiciary). For many Reich officials the all-too recent entry 
of the “foreign” Jewish nation into the German national community cast 
into doubt the ability of Jews to function reliably in positions of high 
authority. In a more practical sense, many such officials reasoned that Jews 
as judges, military officers, and primary school teachers would simply not 
be respected or accepted by most ordinary Germans and thus could not 
function effectively. 

The long-debated issue of how much Jews could, or would, abandon the 
age-old nationalistic elements of their religious identity and transform them- 
selves into real Germans became an increasingly hot one in the decades 
immediately following unification. The term Reichsfeinde (enemies of the 
Reich), which carried much emotional bite in the last decades of the nine- 
teenth century, was applied at first to Catholics, social democrats, Poles, and 
others who were less than enthusiastic about the shape of the new Reich. 
Unlike most of them, German Jews in the 1860s and 1870s were predomi- 
nantly middle-class, liberal, and Prussophile. German Jews undoubtedly saw 
themselves as benefiting from the Reich’s founding. Many were inclined to 
applaud whatever measures Bismarck considered necessary to firm up 
national unity, even if Jews were also prominent among his critics. A few 
extremely rich Jews entered into the narrow ranks of the establishment of the 
Reich, or at least were on its fringes. 

In sometimes subtle but also pervasive ways, the Lutheran—Christian, 
authoritarian, and militaristic values of the Junkers penetrated German society, 
even as an opposing modern commercialism and industrialisin also spread. 
Elsewhere in Europe and America, the diffusion of such modern economic 
tendencies was closely associated with more open, middle-class or bourgeois 
values, which in turn were conducive to the rise of the Jews. Junker hegemony 
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in certain ways “unnaturally” perpetuated the historic weakness of the German 
bourgeoisie and the related weakness of modern, liberal values.!% 

The negative implications for Jews of Junker hegemony are obvious. Ger- 
man Jews were overwhelmingly middle-class and liberal. Junkers were known 
to be suspicious of intellectuals, especially liberal ones; Jews held intellectuals 
in esteem. Junker wealth was based in the land; Jewish wealth lay in com- 
merce, banking, and industry. Junker social prestige derived from lineage 
and ancestry; Jews gained social prestige in German society through personal 
accomplishment, usually in professional excellence or through wealth accu- 
mulated in business. Jewish style was lively, verbal; Junkers were reserved, taci- 
turn. The value system of Junkers was based on such notions as Treue, 
Obrigkeit, Gehorsam (loyalty, authority, obedience); the value system of assimi- 
lated Jews centered around the more modern notions of liberty, justice, and 
reform. (Each of these meshed with the central Jewish value of tsedaka, “jus- 
tice—charity.”) 

Junker cultural values emerged from preindustrial, militaristic society, and 
Junkers were often narrowly Prussian, faithful to the Hohenzollern dynasty 
and to Prussian traditions, not to the German people or the German nation. 
Populism and nationalism were notions that Prussian conservatives considered 
dangerously radical. Many Junkers not only considered Bismarck a revolution- 
ary but also a traitor to his class because of his alliance, in the 1860s and 
1870s, with German liberal nationalists in the Reichstag. His numerous per- 
sonal contacts with Jews, his defense of Jewish emancipation, to say nothing of 
his curtailment of some Junker privileges, did not improve his image in the 
eyes of such Junkers. In the long run, however, he won many of them over by 
offering them economic protection, new opportunities, and continued, 
indeed enhanced, prestige. 

As far as many Junkers were concerned, a liberal constitution and a free- 
market economy were Jewish ideas; the English and Jews, two commercial peo- 
ples, were kindred. Thus the romantic, anu-Enlightened tendencies that had a 
special appeal in Germany could be blended with Prussian, anticommercial 
tendencies, and sometimes synthesized into more all-embracing, modern 
racist notions, into a sense of an organic, disciplined, Aryan community 
(Gemeinschaft), as opposed to a cosmopolitan, quarrelsome, egoistic, Semitic 
“society” (Gesellschaft). 

Anti-English and anti-French xenophobia was often linked to a sense of Ger- 
manic superiority to Slavic peoples, who often constituted the peasant class in 
the East-Prussian lands owned by Junkers. Thus the Jews who came from pre- 
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dominantly Slavic areas were further associated with what was considered an 
inferior culture. Most of those from the Slavic lower orders were Catholic Poles, 
and so there was also an element of Protestant feelings of superiority. 

However, the image of the Junker as militaristic, antiliberal, and racist in 
tendency (and thus anti-Semitic) requires qualification. Further, to portray the 
Prussian-led state merely as a narrow defender of the values and interests of 
Junker reactionaries — or as a linear precursor of the Nazi state — can be espe- 
cially misleading. In this period Junkers were not much attracted to race the- 
ory to buttress their belief in privilege and hierarchy. Since the eighteenth 
century, Prussia had been considered one of the more rationally organized 
and progresstve states in Europe; its unusual efficiency, its hardworking and rela- 
tively incorruptible officials, the impartiality with which it protected law and 
order, all were widely admired long before Bismarck’s time. A sense of order 
as necessary to genuine freedom — and, if necessary, a sacrifice of justice for 
order — was thus even more typically Prussian than German. Again a tempting 
if easily overdone contrast presents itself, for Jews, by their own understanding 
of themselves, have historically harbored a special passion for justice, often 
entailing a sacrifice of order and respect for authority. 

Prussia had long been a Rechtsstaat, a state of laws. The German term 
implies much more than the English translation: The Rechtsstaat was con- 
ceived as something that transcended the Anglo-French secular—liberal state. 
The latter was a practical convenience, a mere regulator of human relations, 
best restrained to a minimal role; the former had a deeper ethical purpose, a 
more positive role in providing order and justice to human society. The Prus- 
sian Rechtsstaat had existed when many other German states were petty tyran- 
nies, subject to the will of erratic rulers, and for many Jews life under such 
leaders was insecure. Partly for such reasons, Jews were long among the front 
rank of Prussia’s admirers. 

Whatever their failings, Junkers were not all shallow, pompous xenophobes 
any more than Jews were all pushy, materialistic Philistines. Within the ranks 
of the Junkers were some admirable and capable individuals, who personified 
the higher ideals of Europe’s aristocracy — a point of some interest in that 
Junkers were relatively little attracted to the radical anti-Semitism of the gener- 
ation before World War I and, later, to Nazism. However, Junkers undoubtedly 
had reservations about many liberal tenets, and those reservations played a 
role once liberalism in the 1870s was further put into question by unfavorable 
economic developments. 

Jews favored the Prussian Rechtsstaat for another very important reason: It 
was associated with liberal—progressive economic ideas (free trade, wide mar- 
kets, competition, the factory system). Even when Prussian Jews faced social 
disdain and discriminatory legislation, they could sull rely upon relatively hon- 
est and predictable treatment from the officials with whom they had to deal, 
in contrast to the often highly corrupt officialdom in the rest of central and 
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eastern Europe. Jews could also rely upon the Prussian state to protect their 
property, to encourage their economic enterprise, and to keep the lower 
orders in check, again in sometimes sharp contrast to the surrounding areas. 


The Rise of the Jews in Germany 


With the unification of Germany, Jewish wealth began to expand even 
more rapidly than before, and Jews also began to move into a number of 
prominent positions in pohtics. However, until 1914 they remained almost 
completely excluded from the very highest and most prestigious positions of 
the state, as did most non-Jews without the proper pedigrees. Nonetheless, 
throughout the late nineteenth century Jews continued to nurse hopes for an 
eventual change in such exclusionary practices; they persuaded themselves 
that much steady progress had been made and that the future was bright. 

Not all or even a clear majority of Germans aped the Junker ruling class. 
Many continued to derive a sense of identity in opposition to the rule of Prus- 
sia. Residents of the states (Lander) in southern and western Germany, or the 
proud burghers in the independent cities of Frankfurt and Hamburg, for 
example, self-consciously resisted Junker hegemony, and perhaps no part of 
the German population did so more obviously than the often irreverent resi- 
dents of the new capital, Berlin. 

Junkers, too, differed among themselves, from the arch-reactionary Kraut- 
junker, overlords of small, inefficient estates, to the more enterprising, mod- 
ernizing individuals who managed extensive lands that produced for sale on 
the international market. Modernizing Junkers of this sort made social, eco- 
nomic, and political contacts with the industrial magnates of western Ger- 
many. Among those magnates were a number of Jews, the so-called Kaiserju- 
den, who had connections with the glittering world of the imperial court (the 
Bleichroders, Rothschilds, Warburgs, Rathenaus, and Ballins). These contacts 
were visible enough that some populist anti-Semites could entertain the belief 
that Prussian—Junker domination of the rest of Germany was subtly manipu- 
lated by Jews. 

The extraordinary upward mobility of German Jews in the nineteenth cen- 
tury is to a certain degree easily explained. Ironically, the very tendency of the 
traditional sectors of the economy to block entry to Jews encouraged them to 
strike out in new directions. A liberal system tends to favor those who are 
mobile, open to new ways of doing things, not strongly tied to traditional pat- 
terns. Many Jews benefited from long experience in Europe with economic 
enterprise and financial acumen.' Gentile peasants, artisans in traditional 
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handicrafts, shopkeepers, and land-holding aristocrats were generally less flex- 
ible, less hkely to prosper, and indeed more likely to find their way of life 
undermined by the relentless dynamism of modern capitalism. Thus, while 
German Jews on the whole prospered many non-Jews did not, or prospered 
less abundantly, an experience that often seemed to provoke more antipathy 
than not prospering at all. 

The specific economic conditions of the late 1870s and the 1880s, espe- 
cially the fall of agricultural prices, intensified these general tendencies. Quite 
aside from the aversion of the haughty aristocrat to the newly rich, it was often 
profoundly troubling for many ordinary people to find that their arduous 
labor brought them so little, while those who manipulated money and other 
intangibles, never bringing sweat to their brows, prospered. Such troubled 
feelings were all the greater when the newly rich were perceived as alien. The 
traditional idea of a just return for honest labor seemed to have been aban- 
doned in the emerging economic scene. Resentments of this sort were felt 
throughout Europe and America, and they fed into various reformist or social- 
ist movements. While these movements by no means all blamed the Jews, the 
temptation to do so was strong. 

The visibility of Jewish success in certain areas had far-reaching tmplica- 
tions. New retail outlets, large department stores, were largely in the hands of 
Jews, and such stores were often bitterly resented by small shopkeepers who 
could not compete with the reduced prices and variety of goods offered in the 
new stores. Banks, although less exclusively Jewish in Germany than elsewhere 
in central and eastern Europe, were still often owned and operated by Jews 
(estimates range from forty to fifty percent,!5 whereas Jews were one percent 
of the total population). The man reputed to be the richest in Germany was 
the Jewish banker Gerson Bleichréder, who was also Bismarck’s personal 
banker. The wealth of the Rothschilds, financiers who had made their start in 
Frankfurt, was already legendary in Germany and in the rest of Europe. 

Jews in Germany moved rapidly into the professions. Upwardly mobile Gen- 
tiles, or those who hoped for upward mobility in their children, encountered a 
most unwelcome competition to get into medical school or law school; Jews in 
those schools became overrepresented, often by ten, twenty, even thirty times 
their numbers in German society. In Prussia, for every 100,000 Jewish males, 
519 went through higher education; for a similar number of Catholic males, 
the figure was 33; for Protestants, 58.!6 

The liberal press was overwhelmingly in the hands of Jews. The German- 
language liberal press enjoyed prestige and influence inside Germany, in Aus- 
tria—Hungary, and in many neighboring countries. Most of the dailies in 
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Frankfurt, Berlin, and Hamburg were Jewish owned and employed large num- 
bers of Jewish journalists. The Jewish liberal press was the “most widely read, 
best written, and best edited” press in "Germany; it was an arena “in which Jew- 
ish intellectuals could be active in an unhampered way.”! 

Toward the end of the century, a popular press a to appear — often 
racy and vulgar — also to an important degree perfected by Jewish journalists. 
The Jewish-owned Berliner Tageblatt introduced the then shocking device of 
selling large numbers of papers through sensational stories and gaining rev- 
enue primarily through advertising rather than purchase price. Non-Jews 
often believed that Jewish employers, in journalism as elsewhere, hired exclu- 
sively from the ranks of their religious or racial brethren when managerial or 
well-paid positions were in question. 

Jewish presence in the more modern segments of the economy was, how- 
ever, not nearly so overwhelming in Germany as it was in Austria-Hungary and 
Russia. Gentile Germans in large numbers were also successful professionals, 
bankers, industrialists, merchants, and journalists. Social contacts between 
middle-class Jews and Gentiles were more extensive in Germany than in the 
rest of central and eastern Europe. A significant number of Junkers found it 
economically advantageous or otherwise attractive to marry into wealthy, cul- 
tured bourgeois families, Jewish families included. This trend may have 
worked to mitigate Junker disdain for Jews, at least for a small minority of 
extremely rich and cultivated Jews, who themselves were often notorious in 
their own contempt for “low” Jews. 

Much evidence suggests that the most vehement, all-embracing kind of 
anti-Semitism was not typical of Junkers, especially not those who adjusted rea- 
sonably well to the new conditions of the Reich. Rather, such hatred more typ- 
ically came from those who felt threatened by the incursions of modern, lib- 
eral society. Such people seem to have been particularly numerous in the 
ranks of the lower-middle class, the artisans, shopkeepers, and small business- 
owners, although that is yet another familiar generalization that has recently 
been subjected to qualification by scholars.}8 


The Mittelstand and Modernism in Germany 


Jews themselves in nineteenth-century Germany were predominantly of 
lower-middle-class origin, but their rapid upward mobility had only weak paral- 
lels in the Gentile lower-middle class, a development that threatened the self- 
image of many of its members. Also threatening were the widespread predic- 


'7 Werner Becker, “Die Rolle der Liberalen Presse,” in Werner E. Mosse, Deutsches Judentum in 
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18 Cf. Richard F. Hamilton, Who Voted For Hitler? (Princeton, N.J., 1982); Michael H. Kater, The Nazi 
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tions that the petty bourgeoisie, or Mitlelstand (middle estate), as they pre- 
ferred to call themselves, would inexorably be pushed into the working class 
by the forces of modern industrialism. Marxists were the most systematic and 
dogmatic in their assertion that the Mittelstand would inevitably disappear, 
but a number of non-Marxist university scholars forwarded similar analyses.!9 
Some of these predictions were clearly overdrawn, but the perception of the 
threat, the fear of social decline, was at least as important as the reality. Here, 
as with anti-Semitic belief, fantasy and reality interacted powerfully. 

Members of the Mittelstand were inclined to picture themselves as the 
backbone of the nation, much as the American middle class has historically 
fancied itself.2° But one of the many differences between Germany and the 
United States at the end of the century is revealed in this comparison, for this 
German “backbone” was more insecure about its own standing and its future 
than was its American counterpart. The Mittelstand was similarly more 
inclined to find solace in ideologies that romanticized the preindustrial past, 
when Jews had been legally restricted. 

Just as the Birgertum, or bourgeoisie, the class positioned above the Mittel- 
stand and below the nobility, was relatively timid and prone to being junker- 
ized, so the Mittelstand in Germany was inclined to exaggerated efforts to ape 
its superiors. This inclination assumed a number of forms: vehement opposi- 
tion to the organized, socialist working class (the threat from below); xeno- 
phobic patriotism and militarism (with the cherished dream of becoming an 
officer of the reserves); demands for legal measures to limit the incursions ofa 
destructive industrialism; paranoiac fears about the activities of the political 
establishment; and an attraction to political anti-Semitism. 

In literature and many of the other arts Jews were prominent in modernist 
trends, not only in Germany but in most other countries. Modernism was 
characterized by a contempt for traditional aesthetic norms; modern art 
became ever more divorced from what ordinary people could appreciate, ever 
more disdainful of popular tastes, ever more “difficult.” In these elitist aspects 
modern art was radically different from modern mass politics, although both 
were breaking from established norms. Those arguing for an “organic” Aryan 
art, one that had roots in the traditional peasant communities of Germany, 
could see modern art as inorganic, market-driven, cosmopolitan — and 
Semitic. Jews did not have deep and genuine roots in German culture, did 
not and could not share aesthetic experience with Germans who had 
been part of a traditional Christian culture for centunes. Kindred arguments, 
obviously connecting with Herder’s notion of Volksgeist, stressing the impor- 
tance of deep historical roots in popular feelings were also made by spokes- 
men of other nationalities. Yiddish artists, for example, stressed qualities of 


19 Cf. Heinrich A Winkler, Mittelstand, Demokratie und Nationalsozialismus (Cologne, 1972), 25-6. 
20 Ibid., 21 ff. 
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yiddishkayt, concerning which Gentiles could have litthe understanding, since 
they lacked those roots and traditions. | 

Sull, by no means all German-Jewish artists, or all German-Jewish audi- 
ences, preferred modern art. Jews were also well represented in more tradi- 
tional artistic activities, and indeed they were among the greatest admirers of 
classical German culture, especially music. A number of observers have spo- 
ken of a “love affair” between German culture and German Jews. Jews in Ger- 
many were outstanding consumers of high culture, of whatever sort. 

Yet the image of modernist Jews as “culture destroyers” reflected an undeni- 
able reality, however much exaggerated by anu-Semites. The disproportionate 
numbers, visibility, and volubility of Jews in modern art roughly corresponded 
to the disproportionate numbers of Jews in journalism, medicine, law, banking, 
and revolutionary parties. These were all arenas that saw attacks on the tradi- 
tional status quo, that were restlessly innovative and often destructively dissatis- 
fied with the past — a past with which Jews had every reason to be dissatisfied. 


The “Founding Years” and the Crash of 1873 


Wherever it appears, modern urban-industrial life tends to strike those 
from the countryside as restless, impersonal, and cruel. The shock and disgust 
expressed by those from small towns and villages concerning the crowded 
streets, the pushing and shoving, the single-minded search for profit, has been 
an aspect of urban existence in every country that has experienced it. In Ger- 
many, where modern urbanization and industrialization came with unusual 
rapidity in the late 1860s and early 1870s, laments concerning the reckless 
scramble for profit, the boisterous, Philistine quality of city life, were heard 
from many sensitive observers, whether night wing or left wing, philo-Semitic 
or anti-Semitic, non-Jew, or Jew.?! 

By the end of the century revulsion against such aspects of modern German 
existence became a central theme of German intellectual life, in part because 
of the unusual degree to which Germans felt an emotional attachment to a 
past of small towns and rural living, during which, in the epoch of Goethe, 
Schiller, and Kant, Germany’s greatest cultural efflorescence occurred. Many 
of the country’s best minds, especially among its academic “mandarins,” were 
deeply troubled by what they perceived as an emerging urban-industrial soci- 
ety of social irresponsibility and class conflict, where a wider community of 
shared values and ideals ceased to exist.?2 

Jews in Germany were heavily concentrated in the large cities, and often 


21 The shock experienced by shtetl Jews in the big cities of Europe and America is a common 
theme in Jewish literature of the late nineteenth and early twentieth century. Sholem Alei- 
chem’s novels and short stories abound with examples. Perhaps the best known example in 
America of the genre, from a somewhat later period, is Michael Gold’s Jews Without Money. 
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they were involved in the get-rich-quick enterprises of those “founding years” 
(Griinderjahre). Many highly visible Jews made fortunes in dubious ways, as did 
many non-Jews. Probably the most notonous of these newly rich speculators 
was Hirsch Strousberg, a Jew involved in Romanian railroad stocks. He was 
hardly unique in his exploits, but as Peter Pulzer has written, “the . . . differ- 
ence between his and other men’s frauds was that his was more impudent and 
involved more money.”*3 His name was much in the newspapers of the day. 
Nouveaux riches of whatever origin have rarely been known for gracious 
manners. Those Jewish newly rich in Germany who had recent origins in the 
eastern European shtetlekh, where standards of civility or public manners 
were markedly different from those of Germany, were widely regarded as espe- 
cially offensive. It was often believed as well that because of their impoverished 
background, they were unusually ruthless in their quest for monetary gain. 
Franz Mehring, a sharp-tongued opponent of what he termed “the repulsive 
spectacle of anti-Semitism,” noted nonetheless that Jewish pushiness and 
brashness in Berlin in the early 1870s provoked widespread animosity. He 
added, “whoever denies this has... not spent the last ten years in Berlin... .”*4 
Similar remarks concerning the public manners of Jews in large cities, New 
York being an obvious example, were commonplace in following decades, but 
the issue was broader. Early capitalism in England generated the same remark 
able profits and elicited similar protests against the coarseness and immorality 
of those making them. In England, Jews, far less numerous than in Germany, 
played a negligible role in the new industries, and the new industrialists were 
not denounced as “Semites.” In Germany during the early seventies, the con- 
trasts between rich and poor, successful and unsuccessful, were perhaps even 
more striking than in the opening stages of England’s industrialization. The 5 
billion francs levied on France as war reparations in 1871 pumped money into 
the German economy in a way that added all the more to the frenetic temper 
of the time. Whatever the exaggerations of the anti-Semites, Jews were hardly 
immune to the temptations of the Grinderjahre, and many of them were espe- 
cially well placed to take advantage of the peculiar opportunities of the time. 
In the summer of 18793 the stock markets in New York and Vienna col- 
lapsed. By the autumn of that year Germany’s industrial overexpansion and 
the reckless proliferation of stock companies came to a halt. Jews were closely 
associated in the popular mind with the stock exchange. Widely accepted 
images of them as sharp and dishonest businessmen made it all but inevitable 
that public indignation over the stock market crash would be directed at 
them. Many small investors, themselves drawn to the prospect of easy gain, lost 
their savings through fraudulent stocks or questionable business practices in 
which Jews were frequently involved. 
Certain anti-Semitic themes took on particularly sharp expression by the 
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late 1870s. A more intense anxiety about Jews was widely expressed, one that a 
number of historians have seen as qualitatively stronger,» as compared with 
the tone of minor irritation and cultural derision that had prevailed earlier in 
the century. And this anxiety began to find potent focus in newspaper articles, 
pamphlets, and public speeches. Organizations began to spring up; a new 
movement seemed to be forming. 

Now it was declared that Jews, constituting a mere one percent of the popu- 
lation, were more than “too influential”; they were taking over the new Ger- 
man nation, its economy, its political institutions, its art and music. Jewish or 
Semitic traits were undermining and corrupting German traits. The new rules 
of the game, introduced in the liberal 1850s and 1860s, had allowed them to 
advance with startling and unforeseen rapidity. The new society was “too free”; 
it operated as a milling crowd, in which those who swindled, who pushed and 
shoved, elbowed and shouted, came to the front. 


The Press Campaign against the Jews 


The popular (circulation ca. 350,000) and generally liberal magazine 
Die Gartenlaube published a series of articles in December 1874 by Otto Glagau 
exposing the role of various shady entrepreneurs in the stock market crash. 
This paper was up to this time known to be friendly to Jews, as part of a gen- 
eral editorial policy directed at providing a positive image of the middle-class 
citizen as industrious, honest, and thrifty. It was a leading example of the 
probourgeois, antiaristocratic voice in Germany, and its editors seemed to 
accept Jews as natural allies, upholders of bourgeois values.?6 
Glagau at first attacked both non-Jewish and Jewish swindlers, offering 
ample detail in each case. But as the articles continued, the tone became 
more heated and more explicitly anti-Jewish. He lamented the “invasion” of 
Osyuden from Posen into Berlin and their making quick fortunes on slim tal- 
ent. He maintained that ninety percent of brokers and stock promoters in the 
capital were Jews, which may have been true (reliable figures are not avail- 
able). It was a conclusion, at any rate, that even many Jews accepted as plausi- 
ble and that most non-Jews apparently considered axiomatic.’ 
Whatever his claims to impartiality, there is little question that Glagau’s pre- 
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existing distaste for Jews, especially eastern Jews, made him prone to exagger- 
ate the actual extent of Jewish malfeasance, but revealingly Franz Mehring, 
who had no use for Glagau or anti-Semites in general, commented that “the 
more mischievous elements among Berlin’s Jews participated, in an abnor- 
mally high proportion, in bogus stock and stock-company swindles.”28 Eduard 
Bernstein, a Jew himself, dismissed as shallow the assertions that Jews and non- 
Jews had the same shortcomings: “Certain unpleasant characteristics may 
indeed be encountered more often in Jews than in non-Jews, although not to 
the extent the anti-Semites claim to be true.”?9 

A century later, when it became clear that the stock market scandals of the 
mid-to-late 1980s in the United States saw an overwhelming preponderance of 
Jews — at least ninety percent was a widely accepted figure — that clear correla- 
tion seemed to interest the broad American public scarcely at all, or at least it 
elicited few public expressions of anti-Semitic indignation, and overwhelm- 
ingly non-Jewish journalists and politicians skirted the issue. But in Germany 
in the 1870s popular interest and indignation were intense; demands for new 
controls over the stock market (the laws concerning which had been liberal- 
ized only a few years before) blended into demands for greater controls over 
the free market generally. Such controls were especially necessary, it was 
believed, since Jews, now equal under the law, were so much inclined to go out 
of control in a liberal environment, to take an unfair and destructive advan- 
tage of the new system. 

By no means all Germans agreed with Glagau. He was publicly attacked and 
privately reprimanded by influential non-Jews for “reviving medieval preju- 
dices” and “spreading intolerance.” But these criticisms seemed only to 
inflame him. He responded that 


No longer should false tolerance and sentimentality - cursed weakness and fear! - 
prevent us Christians from moving against the excesses .. . and presumption of 
Jewry. No longer can we suffer to see the Jews push themselves everywhere to the 
front, . . . everywhere seize leadership and dominate public opinion. They are 
always pushing us aside, . . . they take our breath and air away. . . . The Jews culti- 
vate the greatest pretense and the greatest luxury, far greater than the aristocracy 
or the Court.*° 


Two years later, Glagau collected what he had written for the Gartenlaube 
into a book about the financial scandals. In it he intoned, “the whole history 
of the world knows no other example of a homeless, physically and psychically 
degenerate people ruling over the orbit of the world, simply through fraud 
and cunning, through usury and jobbing.”?! 
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The Areuzzeitung, generally seen as the voice of Junker conservatism, fol- 
lowed Glagau’s lead and launched an all-out attack on the liberal policies that 
had, it insisted, led to the present sad state of affairs. The editors made much of 
the activities of Bleichréder, whom they described as a “mastermind” behind 
the scenes. He and other Jewish bankers had joined hands with the Jewish lib- 
eral press to exercise a malignant, self-interested control over Germany.*? 


The Kulturkampf and the Jews 


Bismarck’s achievements in the battlefield and in the diplomatic arena 
had resulted in a new German nation, but he soon turned his attention to 
those forces and institutions inside the country that he considered insuffi- 
ciently “state preserving,” or even hostile to the new Prussian-led Reich. Popu- 
lar indignation concerning how Jews allegedly went out of control in a liberal 
environment found another revealing focus in the charge that Jews played a 
major and unseemly role in support of Bismarck’s anti-Catholic Kulturkampf 
(roughly, “struggle for modern civilization”). 

In southern Germany, Catholics were a majority and their church strong; 
the Catholic hierarchy and the pope had been recently aggressive in defend- 
ing what they saw as the rights of the church in public education and in resist- 
ing the encroachments of the modern nation-state upon the fidelities of 
Catholic citizens. In Posen and West Prussia, Polish nationalism was linked to 
Catholicism. German nationalists were inclined to see the Lutheran Church as 
the proper German national church, and liberal nationalists believed the 
Catholic Church was both hostile to genuine German national feeling and a 
potent force for preserving the bigotry of the past. 

Like liberals in other countries, German liberals favored a limitation of the 
influence of religion, especially that of the Catholic Church, in public life. His- 
torically, Jews had ample reasons to fear Catholic influence. Most recently, 
church spokesmen had been among those in Germany who opposed Jewish 
emancipation. Liberals, non-Jews and Jews, saw the struggle as primarily defen- 
sive in nature, “forced upon us” by the militancy of Catholic Church, as one of 
them put it.%8 

The Kulturkampf was waged at many levels. It included the proscription of 
the Jesuit order, a measure that found especially warm support among Jews, 
given the long-standing reputation of the order as hostile to them.*+ But Bis- 
marck’s anti-Catholic measures found their sharpest focus in the arena of pub- 
lic education. On all levels, the Kulturkampft was presented by Bismarck’s sup- 
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porters as a struggle between progressive modern civilization, represented by 
the new German Reich, and the demands of the backward-looking, obscuran- 
ust, and particularistic Catholic Church. A number of hberal Jewish journal- 
ists, writing in support of Bismarck, gained notoriety for the virulence of their 
attacks on the church, to the point that even some Jewish liberal leaders urged 
them to moderate their language. Bismarck’s choice of the lieutenant to carry 
out the decrees of the Kulturkampf, Heinrich von Friedberg, was of Jewish ori- 
gin. His brother, Emil, became Bismarck’s minister of justice in 1879." 

Orthodox rabbis expressed alarm when a prominent national organization 
of Jewish citizens denounced the Catholic Church as “the internal enemy” of 
the new German nation. (Orthodox Jews in Germany, it should be noted, by 
this ume hved predominantly in small towns with Catholic majorities, and they 
resented what they considered inflammatory and short-sighted attacks on the 
church by big-city Reform Jews. Such attacks, they believed, endangered the 
welfare of Jews living in rural areas, where by the mid-nineteenth century they 
had often established reasonably cordial, if limited and traclitional, relations 
with church authorities.*®) 

By the 1870s German Catholics held a wide range of political opinions, 
some fairly left wing, but many of them reacted with alarm against the harsh 
attacks on their church by liberals — and especially liberal Jews — backed up by 
the power of the German state. The Catholic newspaper Germania launched a 
series of hard-hitting attacks on Jewish liberals. They were accused of suffering 
from a special Prussian malady, that of the “bicycle rider” (Fahrradler), head 
bent down to those in authority but legs flailing away at those below — servility 
to those in power, arrogance to those perceived as vulnerable. 

However, in the long run German Catholics, themselves a minority and 
thus inclined to be at least somewhat more sensitive than Protestants to the 
issue of minority rights in the Reich, never became as hostile to Jews as were 
Catholics in countries where Catholicism was the majority religion, such as 
France, Austria, or Poland. Ludwig Windthorst, the leader of the Catholic 
Center Party, maintained reasonably cordial relations with a number of Jewish 
leaders in Germany (though it would be too much to describe him as friendly 
to Jews in general); he urged his followers not to blame all Jews for the arro- 
gance and intolerance of what he dismissed as a few Jewish loudmouths. How- 
ever, there were certainly those in the Center Party who were ready to exploit 
political anti-Semitism; for a short period Windthorst was obliged to struggle 
desperately to prevent his party from taking an openly anti-Semitic stance.” 
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Bismarck’s Move to the Right 


After a few years Bismarck backed away from this confrontation with 
German Catholics, partly because he began to envisage a new right-center 
parliamentary coalition that would require the support of the Catholic Center 
Party. Bismarck’s move to the right at this time (the late 1870s) represented a 
victory for Germany’s Catholics; it also represented the beginnings of a long- 
range rightward drift in German politics until World War I. That drift meant 
that liberals were no longer an indispensable element of his parliamentary 
support, as they had been in the 1860s and early 1870s. Indeed, his new right- 
wing stance entailed the introduction of measures that may be considered dis- 
tinctly illiberal, including new tariffs (violating the liberal belief in free trade), 
social-welfare legislation (violating the liberal belief in self-help and individual 
responsibility), concessions to guilds and small retailers (violating the hberal 
belief in open competition),°& and an outlawing of the Social Democratic 
Party (violating the liberal belief in free political activity). 

It must be said, touching upon the previous remarks about the weaknesses 
of German hberalism, that the National Liberal Party was itself “illiberal,” at 
least insofar as it did not consistently oppose tariffs, welfare legislation, and 
measures against the Social Democrats (the left liberals, or progressives, were 
more consistent in these regards). Jewish liberals, who could previously feel 
that Bismarck was in some sense an ally, if a problematic and worrisome one, 
sensed a new vulnerability. They were also increasingly divided among them- 
selves. Some of them were content to move to the right with Bismarck or, per- 
haps more accurately, to continue moving right with Bismarck, since a signifi- 
cant part of the Jewish bourgeoisie had already moved to the right in 
embracing the terms of German unification and the constitution of 1871. 
Many Jewish leaders enthusiastically joined in his attacks on the socialists, just 
as others had joined in his attacks on the Catholics. 

The more prescient of Jewish observers, however, warned their coreligion- 
ists that for Jews to attack other minorities in this way was short-sighted; no 
group should be more sensitive to the principle of toleration for minority 
rights than Jews.?9 There is little doubt that enemies of the Jews were both 
relieved and encouraged by the indications that Bismarck was no longer so 
distinctly, as they saw it, “in the Jewish camp” and might even give support to 
anti-Semitic initiatives. 

Bismarck, ever the consummate pohtician, played these various perceptions 
and expectations for all they were worth, but he also continued to maintain 
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close relations with a number of Jews. In this as in so many other regards, Bis- 
marck’s own convictions are not easily surmised, but it would certainly be inac- 
curate to term him an anti-Semite in a strictly racial sense. His attitudes were 
impenetrably pro- and anti-Jewish. They seem also to have altered over the 
years, away from the more open hostility of his youth. By the 1870s rich and 
conservative Jews, the so-called Geldjuden (money-Jews), generally won his 
respect and occasionally his friendship, whether or not they were converts to 
Christianity (Bleichroder was not, for example). He retained a Jewish doctor 
and lawyer as well as a Jewish banker, and he asked Karl Rudolf Friedental, a 
Jewish convert to Christianity, to help frame the imperial constitution. The 
intellectual founder of the Conservative Party was another Jewish convert, 
Friedrich Julius Stahl. But Jews on the left, the Reformjuden, once Bismarck’s 
allies, evoked in him an increasingly ferocious antipathy, since they became his 
most vocal opponents after the late 1870s, particularly in the left-liberal Pro- 
gressive Party. 

Some of Bismarck’s advisers were certainly unfriendly to the Jews, and 
expressions of irritation with Jews popped up frequently in official circles. A 
common attitude at the time, seen in figures as different as the Emperor Wil- 
helm I and the social democrat Eduard Bernstein, was that flare-ups of anti- 
Semitic feeling could even serve a useful purpose. In Wilhelm’s own words, 
“the hubbub is useful to make the Jews a little more modest.”4° Words in that 
vein became close to a cliché in following years. Theodor Herzl typically 
remarked, a decade later, that anti-Semitism served to “inhibit the ostentatious 
flaunting of conspicuous wealth, curb the unscrupulous behavior of Jewish 
financiers, and contribute in many ways to the education of the Jews.”4! There 
were at any rate few if any at this ime who argued that the rising hostility to 
Jews had absolutely nothing to do with actual Jewish behavior or with real 
issues. That would have been seen as a most curious point of view, as would 
the notion that anti-Semitism was entirely or even mostly the result of Gentile 
fantasy, of unfounded preconceptions about Jews. 


49 Stern, Gold and Iron, 522. 
41 Ernst Pawel, The Labyrinth of Exile: A Life of Theodor Herzl (New York, 1989), 76. 


—4 
Anti-Semitic Ideology 
and Movement 
in Germany 


(1876 to the 1890s) 


If I ever again write about the Jews, I would say that 
there is no reason to object to them. The only prob- 
lem is that they came to us Germans too soon. We 
were not strong enough to absorb this element. 
(Richard Wagner) 


The Semitic race is stronger and tougher than the 
German. (Wilhelm Marr) 


The Jews are our misfortune! (Heinrich von 
Treitschke) 


The image of the peasant robbed by the Jew drives 
me onward. (Otto Bockel, the “Peasant King”) 


By the late 1870s, as the overall political climate became more conserva- 
tive in Germany, the National Liberal and Progressive parties lost the narrow 
majority they had enjoyed in the Reichstag of 1874-1877, and Bismarck 
began to construct coalitions with the parties to their right. Attacks on liberal, 
and Jewish, influence in the Empire became ever bolder. Most accounts of the 
rise of political anti-Semitism in Germany have focused on a number of promi- 
nent spokesmen for the anti-Jewish sentiment of this period. This chapter is 
devoted in large part to a reconsideration of them, questioning in particular if 
they, as “anti-Semitic ideologists,” may be appropriately presented as part of an 
unbroken chain or logical development in German history leading to Nazism. 
This chapter is also influenced by the belief that even scoundrels have the 
right to a fair trial, and that these men — many of whom were undoubtedly 
scoundrels — were more sophisticated and ambiguous in their beliefs than 
many accounts would lead one to believe. 
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Anti-Semitic Ideology: Wilhelm Marr 


One of the best known of those ideologists was Wilhelm Marr 
(1819-1904), whom a recent biographer has termed “the patriarch of anti- 
Semitism.”' Marr has been given credit for coining the term “anti-Semitism” 
and for giving wide currency to the distinction between premodern, religious 
hostility toward Jews and modern, secular-racial hostility to them. He 
undoubtedly helped to popularize what were becoming central themes of 
modern anti-Semitism — the “jewification” of Germany and the unwillingness 
of Jews to become real Germans. His pamphlet Der Sieg des Judenthums tiber das 
Germanenthum (roughly, The Victory of Jewry over the Germans) has been 
described as the first anti-Semitic best-seller (still smatt by twentieth-century 
standards: twelve editions, 20,000 copies in 1879). He became a symbol for 
younger anti-Semites, a pioneering hero of their movement.? 

But he was a strange hero, and his hatred for Jews even stranger, as his 
admirers eventually came to realize. Indeed, the often startling contradictions 
of his thought and action, his physical and spiritual wanderings in a remarkably 
long hfe spanning the nineteenth century, defy efforts at a concise summary. 
He presents major problems — especially as the symbolic “patriarch” of modern 
anti-Semitism — for those who assert that anti-Semites typically do not know or 
have no real contact with Jews. He was married four mes, the first three umes 
to Jewish women. To the end of his days he spoke tenderly of his love for his 
second wife, who died tragically in childbirth. He had intimate Jewish friends, 
business partners, and political allies; in the 1840s he was closely associated 
with a number of Jewish radicals and was attacked for his supposed philo-Semi- 
tism. He was a lifelong admirer of the Jewish artists and writers Heinrich Heine 
and Ludwig Boerne.3 In the final decade of his life, in the 1890s, he broke with 
the anti-Semitic movement of the day, describing the anti-Semites as worse than 
the Jews and requesting the pardon of the Jews for what he had earher written. 
He declared that it was in reality problems of industnalization and moderniza- 
tion that had provoked him, not the Jews as such.4 

How did such a man come to be known, even into the twentieth century, as 
the patriarch of modern anti-Semitism? Given the remarkably mixed signals 
he gave off, can we confidently conclude that he played a major role in the 
growth of anti-Semitic ideology? Such paradoxes are hardly unfamiliar, for as 
we have seen, Richard Wagner also had left-wing associations in the 1840s, 
and the great composer had many intimate Jewish friends and co-workers. 


1 Moshe Zimmermann, Wilhelm Mary, The Patriarch of Anti-Semitism (Oxford, 1986). 


2 Cf. Moishe Zimmermann, “Two Generations in the History of German Anti-Semitisin: The Let- 
ters of Theodor Fritsch to Wilhelm Marr,” Leo Baeck Institute Year Book, vol. 23, 1978, 89-106. 


3 Zimmermann, Painarch, 19. 
4 Ibid., 109. 
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Wagner, too, lamented as, early as 1850 that Jews were taking over Germany. 
Both Wagner and Marr emphasized inherent and tenacious Jewish racial 
traits, ones that were destructive to Gérmans. Both men saw the Jews as materi- 
alistic and commercial outsiders to genuine German feeling. Wagner believed 
Jewish interest in German art was mostly to sell it; Marr denounced the com- 
mercial aggressiveness of Jews and left no doubt concerning his low regard for 
a religion that lacked idealism — that was ultimately based, as he put it, upon a 
“business deal” with God.5 

Did Marr construct pure fantasies about Jews, drawn from Christian reh- 
gion and based on no experience with them? In his pamphlet and in his other 
writings he referred extensively to Jewish acquaintances (although he said 
nothing about his wives), and he went to some length to distance himself from 
religious imagery about Jews; his attitude, he emphasized, was a modern, 
objective, and reasonable one, based on a scientific concept, race, not reli- 
gion. He described it as ridiculous to blame the Jews for Christ’s crucifixion. 
He similarly ridiculed charges that Jews require Christian blood for Passover 
or that they desecrate communion wafers, and he expressed sympathy for Jews 
who had been persecuted for such superstitious reasons.® 

His reasons — and the legitimate reasons — for disliking Jews, he stated, 
rather than being religious, had to do with Jewish “abhorrence of real work” 
and their inclination to exploit the labor of others. That abhorrence was 
linked to the Jews’ “animosity established in law” for non-Jews.7 Even when 
Jews appear outwardly courteous, inwardly they seethe with derision for the 
Goyim, and they scheme relentlessly to find ways to subjugate them, to under- 
mine their society. Wherever they go, Jews try to dominate and jewify the sur- 
rounding society. To do so is in their racial nature, their essence; it is part of 
the destructive mission of Jewry in history.® 

Marr’s pamphlet was certainly not an original or important work of litera- 
ture or science, in the way that the works of Renan and Gobineau might be 
considered. Similarly, Marr spoke to a different audience than did Wagner. 
Marr’s work is better seen as a condensation, simplification, and vulgarization 
— evidence of a filtering down — of the thought of more serious theorists of 
race in the nineteenth century. Marr spoke to a growing audience of the newly 
and partially literate. 

One must wonder, further, how much those who cheered Marr actually 
paid attention to the contents of his writings. His pamphlet, above all its title, 
seems to have become more of a vague symbol than a handbook that elicited 
careful reading or that inspired a consistent program. No doubt certain of the 
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points made in the pamphlet became part of the rallying cries of the anti- 
Semites of the following decades. But there are many passages in the work that 
decidedly do not fit into the anti-Semitic canon. It has often been noted, in 
regard to more serious thinkers of the nineteenth century, that the great 
majority of their readers misunderstood them (Nietzsche and Marx are two 
obvious examples); even in the case of this short and plebeian pamphlet, 
those who hailed it often ignored significant parts of it and “saw” only those 
parts that were satisfying or otherwise bolstered existing beliefs. 

Part of the German public was ready by late 1879 to acclaim a hard-hitting 
pamphlet entitled the Victory of the Jews over the Germans, one that emphasized 
racial rather than religious factors. Marr himself had written much the same 
kind of thing in the 1860s, in his Judenspiegel (Jewish Mirror), but had 
attracted relatively little attention, most of it in the form of ridicule and con- 
demnation.? The popular success his work now enjoyed reflected a different 
climate, one in which political initiatives to counter the “victory” of the Jews 
seemed promising. Context, in short, was more important than content. 

But even the content of this pamphlet was odd, not quite what one might 
expect from the title. Marr’s reasoning was often clumsy, his points repetitive, 
his arguments thin, his tone exasperatingly ambiguous. As in his earlier writ- 
ings, he insisted that he “harbored no hatred against any Jews, for all the 
world knows I have intimate friends among them.” Throughout the pamphlet 
he mixed praise for Jews, recognition of what he saw as their many admirable 
qualities, with angry outbursts against them. Since the 1840s, Marr had 
detested German bourgeois liberals — the “fat Jew” Gabriel Riesser, a leading 
liberal politician, in particular — and now, when liberalism was in retreat, his 
antiliberal tirades received a new hearing. Of particular interest was his rejec- 
tion of one of the central beliefs of the liberal assimilationists, that a “blend- 
ing” of Jew and non-Jew was both possible and desirable. His having a son by 
a Jewish woman, and thus a Jewish son by Jewish law, would certainly seem to 
add a complicating element to this argument. He later wrote in his memoirs 
that “I... came to know the Semitic race in a thorough manner, in its most 
intimate details, and I warn against the mingling of Aryan and Semitic 
blood.”!0 

But this pamphlet provided few details of his various inumacies with Jews. 
Hopes for Gentile-Jewish “blending,” of compromises on both sides, were 
now dead, he affirmed; it was a matter of victory or defeat - Jacob and Esau 
must fight to the finish, not work out ways in which they could live together. 
He noted that other peoples had indeed blended, had become German: the 


9 On his earlier works, see Uriel Tal, Christians and Jews in Germany: Religion, Politics and Ideology in 
the Second Reich, 1870-1914 (Ithaca, N.Y. 1975), 262; Zimmermann, “Fwo Generations,” 89-91; 
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French Huguenots, the Wends, various Slavic peoples. But not the Jews. Marr 
concluded that the Jews are “stronger and tougher” (starker und zaher) than 
non-Jews.!! It was naive of him, he now recognized, to have hoped for a recon- 
ciliation, since the Jews are finally interested only in domination, and they pur- 
sue it with relentless tenacity. 

This cluster of beliefs is monotonously repeated in the pamphlet; at times 
they intrude into his arguments almost incoherently, in ways that suggest an 
overpowering surge of emotion and that would seem to point to anti-Semitism 
of a serious dimension. Yet the tone is not exactly or consistently one of big- 
otry or intolerance, at least as those terms are normally understood. In an ear- 
lier work, published in the mid-1870s, he had explained that he found both 
Christianity and its parent, Judaism, “detestable” because they instilled in their 
followers “the zeal to persecute and kill one’s fellow man.”!? Similarly, the 
Judeo-Christian worldview made unrealistic, “inhuman” demands on human 
beings, filling them with guilt, morbid anxieties, and absurd superstitions. The 
religious impulse itself was “diseased,” in his view. 

In earlier years Marr had both employed Jews and worked for them. But his 
fortunes were in decline by the 1870s, and he claimed that Jews now blocked 
his way, preventing his success as a journalist. Any Jew, he wrote, regardless of 
ability, could find work with other Jews, whereas only the most talented — or 
the most obsequious — Gentiles could hope to find work with them. Jews were 
ruthless against anyone they perceived as inadequately submissive. They black- 
balled anyone in the theater, in the arts, in music, in journalism, who met with 
their disfavor. Marr cited as further evidence of Jewish intolerance the attacks 
on Catholics during the Kulturkampf. Jews themselves, however, remained 
supersensitive to criticism: “We cannot expect delicate feelings in dealing with 
Jews - although they demand of us Germans that we handle them like the 
thinnest glass.”!5 

Marr blended into these familiar charges against Jews some significant uses 
of the racist and social Darwinist language of the day, implying that Jews were 
physically and intellectually superior, while morally inferior. But since social 
Darwinism considered victory to be the ultimate test - and according to Marr 
the Jews were winning — even moral condemnations do not emerge unequivo- 
cally in his pamphlet. In one passage, after lamenting what Christians had 
done to Jews in the past, Marr remarked, “perhaps your [Jewish] realistic view 
of life is the right one.”!4 

The tone of resignation he assumed, even if not sincere, is revealing. 
Undoubtedly it spoke to the growing anxieties concerning decadence and 
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decline in Germany by the late 1870s, especially among those classes of Ger- 
mans who feared that modern Germany, becoming soulless and materialistic, 
would no longer have a place for them. However, the extent to which Marr 
genuinely felt this pessimism is difficult to gauge. He may have used it merely 
as a provocative device, to rouse his listeners. He may well have been of two 
minds himself about the future of Germany; his muddled sentences strongly 
suggest that. His biographer believes that his pessimism was genuine, that it 
reflected his belief that the Germany he loved was doomed. His health was 
failing — although he lived many more years — and his material fortunes were 
at a low ebb.'§ 

Marr was familiar with Disracli’s boasts about Jewish blood and the ability of 
Jews to work behind the scenes. Without weapons, he noted, Jews had become 
the masters of Germany. “If I were a Jew, this would be a point of great pride 
for me.”!® There had in fact been a war since 1800, a war pitting two races, 
and the Jews had won it. Germans could no longer do anything against the 
Jews, although perhaps the Slavs would be able to. Even the “brutal anti-Jewish 
explosion” that was inevitably coming would not effectively dislodge the Jews 
from their domination in Germany.!” 

Whether or not these were genuine words of despair for Marr, for others 
they became a rallying cry, a challenge to fight back against the Jewish men- 
ace. His own next pamphlet revealed a far more activist perspective: Its ttle 
was Elect No Jews! The Way to Victory of Germans over Jewry. 


Anti-Semitic Ideology: Heinrich von Treitschke 


The complaints and laments of Glagau and Marr did not immediately 
alarm most Jewish observers, since these two could be easily dismissed as low- 
brow, demagogic, and lacking in respectability. Many influential Jewish 
observers considered Marr and his following not only beneath contempt but 
laughable. However, late in the same year and early in the next (1879-1880), 
Heinrich von Treitschke, the celebrated historian of Germany and popular 
university professor,'® published a series of articles critical of the role of Jews 
in Germany. Treitschke used the new term “anti-Semitism,” giving it a legiti- 
macy that Marr could not. (Treitschke had used Semitentum [Semitism] as 
early as the 1860s.)!9 These articles were much more seriously discussed than 
were the writings of Glagau and Marr, particularly among Germany’s edu- 
cated classes. 


15 Zimmermann, Patnarch, 22, 75 ff. 
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Entitled “A word about our Jewry,” Treitskche’s articles appeared in the 
prestigious academic journal, Preussische Jahrbiicher, which he edited. A noted 
liberal-nationalist intellectual and a leading figure in Germany’s academic 
elite, among a people that revered university professors, Treitschke expressed 
derision for plebeian pamphleteers of Marr’s ilk, for their “dirt and crudity.” 
Treitschke’s articles seemed to indicate that the issue of the rapid rise of Jews 
in German life was posing problems that now concerned not just insecure 
petits bourgeois and demagogues but also serious thinkers and respectable 
people. 

Most of the points he brought up in 1879-1880 had already been widely 
discussed by liberal intellectuals in the 1860s, but the context then was differ- 
ent; there was no economic crisis, no stock market scandals, and no best-sell- 
ing anti-Semitic broadsides. Liberal intellectuals in the 1860s, like Treitschke 
in 1879, had made known their concern that many of Germany’s Jews seemed 
unwilling to sacrifice enough of their sense of separateness, their historical 
particularism, to be able to blend into the German national community as 
other formerly particularistic inhabitants of German lands had done or were 
now doing.2° Much of what Treitschke said was merely a reformulation of 
these questions in a more forceful language — and in a much more emotion- 
filled context. 

As with Marr, many of Treitschke’s positions seem strange ones for a man 
who has often been described as a proto-Nazi. He expressed dismay over the 
persecution of Jews in history. He did not believe in an unchangeable Semitic 
racial essence. He rejected condemnations of Jews that failed to recognize 
their many internal differences; he wrote that “there is no German commer- 
cial city that does not count many honorable and respectable Jewish firms.” 
His own historical writings sharply criticized early nineteenth-century attacks 
on Jews in Germany (what he termed “the hollow and baseless . . . Teutonic 
Jew-bating of 1819”). His articles spoke of the Jews’ “old and sacred past, 
which all of us hold in reverence.” He also wrote that “it would be a sin to for- 
get that a great number of Jews, baptized and unbaptized, Felix Mendelssohn, 
Veit, Riesser [the ‘fat Jew’ so detested by Marr], and others, not to mention 
the ones now living, were Germans in the best sense of the word, men in 
whom we revere the noble and fine traits of the German spirit.” Nor did he 
demand that Jews wholly abandon their separate identity: “The matter can 
never be fully resolved . .. There will . . . always be a specifically Jewish culture 
(Bildung); and, as a cosmopolitan power, it has a historical right to exist. But 
the conflict will soften when the Jews, who speak so much of tolerance, really 
become tolerant and show respect for the faith, customs, and feeling of the 
German people, who have atoned for the old injustices and bestowed upon 
[the Jews] their rights as human beings and as citizens.”?! 


*0 Cf. Tal, Christians and Jews, 40 ff. 
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Treitschke was politically liberal in the junkerized sense of the time. He had 
earlier opposed Bismarck but had, like so many other liberals, come around to 
an acceptance of the Reich constitution and the new Prussian-dominated Ger- 
man nation. He served between 1871 and 1884 as a National Liberal Reich- 
stag deputy. As a liberal, he insisted that “there can be no talk among the intel- 
ligent of an abolition or even a limitation of the [Jewish] Emancipation. That 
would be an open injustice, a betrayal of the fine traditions of our state, and 
would accentuate rather than mitigate the national contrasts.” Although he 
used the term anti-Semite, he explicitly rejected it as accurately describing him 
or his position; he would have little to do with the anti-Semitic movements 
that began to form in the early 1880s, refusing to sign their petitions. He 
clearly would have been appalled by any suggestion that violence against the 
Jews was justified (an attitude, it should be noted, that was shared by Wagner 
and Marr). 

How, then, has Treitschke earned such an evil reputation in many influen- 
tial accounts of the origins of Nazism? It seems that many of those histories 
have judged him in a facile manner. One author of a well-researched and 
respected study of anu-Semitism in France writes that Treitschke “constitutes 
one of the most open and influential sources of dictatorship in modern times, 
and both openly and indirectly he helped to bring anti-Semitism into the 
world.”22 Few popular accounts of the intellectual origins of Nazism fail to sin- 
gle him out as a major influence.* Even some of the otherwise most penetrat- 
ing and balanced histories of these years are inclined to facile judgments in 
his regard, particularly in terms of blaming him for the growth of ant-Semr- 
tism in the following years.*4 

Treitschke’s case, like so much else in nineteenth-century Germany, has 
been refracted through the distorting mirror of the Nazi years. It is revealing 
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how often he is described, in a way that inaccurately represents the German 
scene, simply as a “conservative.”*5 More to the point, many mistakenly present 
Treitschke’s criticisms as a mysterious, unfounded, and irrational outburst by a 
man who had lost his moral bearings and who knew hittle or nothing about 
Jews. 

The new German Reich was in some ways in a more precarious state by the 
late 1870s than immediately after unification, since some of the strongest sup- 
porters of a united Germany led by Prussia were now beginning to express mis- 
givings. The much longed-for unity of Germans seemed to be slipping away. 
Southern and western Germans, Catholics in particular, were increasingly 
uncomfortable with Prussian domination. Germany’s working class was rallying 
by the hundreds of thousands to the banners of the outlawed (after 1878) 
Social Democrats, whom the future Emperor Wilhelm II would denounce as 
vaterlandlose Gesellen, that is, unpatriotic or “fatherlandless” fellows. “Enemies of 
the Reich” (Reichsfeinde) were everywhere. Treitschke was a strong, even trucu- 
lent defender of that Reich — there is no believer like a convert. 

Liberals were by definition concerned with issues of personal freedom. 
That the nation-state not become too powerful, not pose too much of a threat 
to personal hberty, to the autonomy of the individual, naturally preoccupied 
them. Yet they also believed that the nation-state, the Rechtsstaat, served impor- 
tant practical, historical, and moral purposes. Most of them, Treitschke 
included, were torn between the demands of personal liberty and those of 
state power and were perhaps even more uncertain about the proper histori- 
cal role of the German nation-state in modern times. 

In just these areas, Jews posed awkward problems. Liberals were, on the one 
hand, concerned that the personal freedom, autonomy, and property of Jews 
be protected, yet, on the other, liberals had to recognize that Jewish freedom 
and autonomy could and did mean significant degrees of Jewish separatism. 
Already in the 1860s and early 1870s liberal intellectuals, men who would 
later firmly oppose political and racial anti-Semitism, often expressed annoy- 
ance with what one of them termed “a primitive and narrow-minded urge for 
separatism” on the part of the leaders of Germany’s various Jewish communi- 
ties; Jews, although enthusiastic for German unification, showed an “unwilling- 
ness . . . to identify completely with the German national will.”26 Theodor 
Mommsen, the distinguished historian and colleague of Treitschke’s - but 
opposed to the form of Treitschke’s attacks on Jews — went so far as to describe 
Jewish organizations, when not strictly religious, as “positively harmful,” 
because they legitimized particularistic or (non-German) nationalistic fideli- 
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ties at a time when other Germans were modifying their local, provincial, or 
otherwise particularistic attachments.?” This annoyance was linked to a deeper, 
less {frequently expressed belief of many liberals: There was no good reason, at 
least not any more, for modern Jews to retain their separate identity. One lib- 
eral described the insistence by some nonreligious Jews that they still had a 
special mission in the modern world as “tasteless verbiage” (geschmackloses 
Gequaisch), and he asked his Jewish friends to stop talking in such terms.?8 

Sull, many Jewish spokesmen firmly insisted upon the right, the duty even, 
of Jews to remain “separate” (the exact meaning was highly elusive) in a mod- 
ern state. To do so was indeed part of their mission, as newly defined m mod- 
ern times, and was a reflection of their superiority, for example, to those non- 
Jews who allowed themselves to be overcome with state worship and 
xenophobia. The principal organ of German Jewry, the Allgemeine Zeitung des 
Judenthwns, went so far as to urge its readers to abandon liberal nationalism if 
it threatened Jewish particularism, which the article strongly implied it soon 
might.*9 

Many liberal nationalists considered national unity still fragile and shared 
Treitschke’s fears concerning the new nation-state’s survival: fears about the 
socialists, about the reactionaries, about mass society, about war clouds, about 
Catholics — and about Jews. Treitschke’s concerns were not unique or simply 
due to a hyperactive imagination. However, the more difficult question 
remains: To what degree were his expressed concerns about the destructive 
influence of Jews in the new Reich exaggerated? Why was he unable — or at 
least no longer able — to accept the notion of a Jewish “irritant” in Germany 
that would actually be beneficial to the nation in the long run? (Such was the 
much misunderstood position of Mommsen, whose phrase “ferment of 
decomposition” in regard to the Jews was twisted by anti-Semites, particularly 
by Nazis;3° Mommsen considered the Jewish contribution to a new German 
identity, although necessarily destructive of the old to some degree, as 
nonetheless an essential part of a new German amalgam. Many Jews accepted 
the validity of Mommsen’s concept, and roughly similar language was com- 
monly used by other non-Jewish observers: Jews were described as “leaven” 
[ Sauerteig], for example,*! in the “bread” of a vibrant, modern society.) 
That the presence of newly emancipated Jews in Germany could present 
genuine problem, not a fantasy, was freely recognized by a number of 


~ 


27 Thid., 49. 
28 Thid., 40. 
2 Thid., 43. 
© Thidl., 52. 


31 In Hugo Bettauer’s novel Stadt Ohne Juden (Vienna, 1922) his main character declains that 
Jews, like leaven, “in too large quantities [are] destructive (schadlich), but in the proper mixture 
necessary for our daily bread” (162). 


136 ~~ ESAU’S TEARS 


thoughtful Jewish observers at this time, as in years past; Jews did indeed 
have significantly different cultural traditions from the rest of the popula- 
tion.’? That would of course be a central assertion of a later generation of 
Zionists, often in starker terms than those used by Treitschke. Real prob- 
lems need to be addressed honestly, not ignored or emotionally brushed 
aside as unworthy of discussion. And among the numerous ranks of those 
who have been called anti-Semitic, Treitschke discussed the problem in a 
relatively sober and intelligent way. The issue here is not whether Treitschke 
was in all ways admirable or generous — he clearly was not — but rather 
whether he has been judged too harshly. 

Mehring, a man of the socialist left who often expressed sympathy for 
Jews,** nevertheless considered Treitschke’s articles to be “dignified” and 
“high-minded” — indeed, “great and unforgettable.” Mehring did not agree 
with Treitschke on all points; he considered the rebuttal to Treitschke by the 
respected Jewish academic and neo-Kantian philosopher Hermann Cohen 
also to have been “serious and high-minded.” Significantly, however, Mehring 
complained that many other Jewish opponents of Treitschke engaged in 
“intellectual terrorism,” attempting as they did to smear as anti-Semitic anyone 
who expressed whatever critical reservations about the actions of Jews.*+ 

Conceivably, if men of the caliber of Treitschke, Cohen, and Mehring had 
set the tone of the debate in the ensuing generation, some happier resolution 
or at least diminution of the tensions between Jews and non-Jews in Germany 
at this time might have emerged. Treitschke explicitly recognized, in terms 
that uncannily underline his differences from the Nazis, that a “final solution” 
was not possible,?> and he did not ask for a total submission or disappearance 
of Jews. He urged Jews, as representing a tiny minority, to become “simply and 
justly . .. Germans, without prejudice to their [religious] faith. . . .”36 For him 
it was Germany, the German spirit and its agent, the Prussian state, that had a 
special mission in modern history, not the Jews. His claims may be seen as sup- 
porting state worship (the other main and more widely recognized charge 
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against him), but in kind they were little different from those made by many 
nationalists of the day. 

Treitschke’s consternation about Jewish influence also reflected his rising 
distaste for modern mass culture. He, like most educated Germans, felt an 
abhorrence for what he perceived as the shallow Mischkultur (mongrel-cul- 
ture) that was coming to characterize the United States in these years. They 
did not believe that the German spirit, in its barely achieved unity, could sur- 
vive the kind of cultural pluralism — a chaotic and debilitating mongrelization 
in their eyes — that seemed to be growing up in the New World. That threat 
blended with the wider dangers of mass society — yellow journalism, corrupt 
political machines, narrow interest groups, pervasive materialism, and the 
unprincipled scramble for profits.*” Treitschke had before his eyes as well what 
he considered the corrupt and jewified German culture of the Austro—Hun- 
garian Empire. 

Treitschke’s explicit assurances that he could accept a degree of Jewish sep- 
aratism and that Jewish differences had even been beneficial in the past are 
difficult to reconcile with his concern about retaining the purity of the Ger- 
man spirit and protecting German unity. These ideas are inherently imprecise, 
and it is often difficult to determine exactly what he had in mind, what accept- 
able German-Jewish personality he envisaged. But in Treitschke’s opinion a 
certain class of Jews had recently come to the fore that was too critical, too cos- 
mopolitan, too self-assured — and simply destructive. Above all, the corrosive, 
mocking, verbally clever style of alienated Jewish intellectuals, small m num- 
bers but often enormously influential because of their prominence in journal- 
ism, the arts (especially as critics), law, and other such tone-setting positions in 
society, threatened the Germans, a people of a very different temper, who had 
long suffered from a sense of cultural inferiority in regard to the French and 
English. Treitschke remarked, in words that help explain what appears hyper- 
sensitivity to observers a century later: “Ours is a young nation. Our country 
still lacks national style, instinctive pride, a firmly developed individuality; that 
is the reason we were defenseless against alien manners for so long.” 

The Jewish population of other western countries, such as France, Great 
Britain, and Italy, Treitschke observed, was insignificant in numbers as com- 
pared with that in Germany, and those Jews were to a significant degree 
Sephardic, more cultured and more western. In their great majority they 
“became good Frenchmen, Englishmen, Italians, as far as can be expected 
from a people of such pure blood and such distinct peculiarity.” France and 
England could look back to centuries of national unity. Absorbing a few, long- 
resident Jews presented no major problems for them. But the young German 
nation, long divided and still unsure of itself, was being flooded “from the 
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inexhaustible cradle of Poland,” its next-door neighbor, by a Jewish popula- 
tion that was “incomparably more alien,” more imbued with a specifically Jew- 
ish nationalist spirit, than was Sephardic Jewry, and was thus “especially 
[threatening] in regard to the German national character.” At any rate, the 
steady stream of insults and withering, destructive criticism now being directed 
at Germans by the Jews in their midst would never have been accepted by the 
English, French, or Americans, however secure their national identity. 

Precisely which Jews or which statements by Jews Treitschke had in mind is 
difficult to determine, but German Jews themselves, in seeking to limit the 
influx of Ostyuden in Germany, had often made points similar to those of 
Treitschke, especially that Jews from eastern Europe were too much attached 
to the idea of Jewish nationhood to be absorbed into German national 
feeling.*® Treitschke argued further that the materialism of the early 1870s, so 
threatening again to the moral tone of the young German nation, was signifi- 
cantly reinforced by Jews. Treitschke added his voice to a common observation 
of the day, one that Marr had also made: Jews lacked the instinctive reserve of 
Germans, their inclination to discipline and respect for authority, their dis- 
taste for external display. Jews were wonderful with words, using them with lit 
tle sense of responsibility or awareness of how wounding they could be to peo- 
ple unused to such a cultural style. 

Again, Mehring was inclined to support Treitschke’s evaluations: “In Berlin, 
particularly, the Jewish voice (Vermauschlung) in public life reached such a 
pitch as to make even the most intrepid admirers of the wise Nathan [Less- 
ing’s Jewish hero] feel ill at ease.”29 Eca de Queiroz, a prominent Portuguese 
novelist residing in Berlin and also an enemy of the anti-Semites, similarly 
observed, “if the Jew’s wealth irritates [the German], the show the Jews make 
of their riches absolutely maddens him. [The Jews] always talk loud as if tread- 
ing a conquered land. . . . They cover themselves with jewels . . . and they love 
vulgar and showy luxury.”#° Testumonies of this sort from people who were not 
generally hostile to Jews and who had no use for the political anti-Semites of 
the day were common. Certain prominent Jewish observers, Karl Kraus and 
Maximihan Harden, for example, were even harsher.*! 

Treitschke complained that Jewish journalists had introduced an element 
of petty quarrelsomeness and intolerance, of a wholly one-sided sort: “About 
the shortcomings of the Germans [or] French, everybody could freely say the 
worst things; but if somebody dared to speak in just and moderate terms about 
some undeniable weakness of the Jewish character, he was immediately 


38 Cf, Steven E. Aschheim, Brothers and Strangers: The East European Jew in German and German Jewish 
Consciousness, 1890-1923 (Madison, Wisc., 1982), 53. 


Massing, Rehearsal, 188 [from Mehring]. “Vermauschlung,” it should be noted, referred deroga- 
torily to specifically Yiddish intonations and vocabulary. 


” Stern, Gold and Iron, 519. 


41 Wistrich, Socialism, 121. 


ANTI-SEMITIC IDEOLOGY IN GERMANY (1879 TO THE 1890s) 139 


branded as a barbarian and religious persecutor by nearly all of the newspa- 
pers.” “What Jewish journalists write in mockery and satirical remarks against 
Christianity is downright revolting, and such blasphemies are offered to our 
people as the newest acquisitions of ‘German’ Enlightenment!” Mehring, too, 
was offended by the intolerance of much of the Jewish-owned and edited 
Berlin press and also remarked on the stark contrast between that intolerance 
and the hypersensitivity whenever issues involving Jews were brought up. 
Again, these concerns were not unique to the late 1870s. Buta key pomt 
for Treitschke, what prompted him to speak up as he had, was his belief that 
matters were worsening, that a “recently . . . dangerous spint of arrogance has 
arisen in Jewish circles.” This judgment has found considerable support, even 
among scholars who are highly critical of Treitschke. Uriel Tal, for example, 
notes that the Jewish press was often “aggressive and provocative” and that 
such tendencies incleed did seem to be growing in the 1870s.12 Treitschke 
warned that “the influence of Jewry upon our national life, which in former 
times was often beneficial, has recently often been harmful.” Mehring also rec- 
ognized a new temper, which he saw as an expression of a formerly oppressed 
people — “a gifted, shrewd, tough-fibred race,” “intoxicated” with its new free- 
doms, and “anything but modest and sensible, thoughtful and cautious.” Jews 
in Berlin had developed into “an expansive and explosive force which is hard 
to imagine for anyone who has not seen it with his own eyes.” On this point, 
again, Mehring found much agreement from German Jews themselves.“ 


Treitschke and Graetz 


Treitschke’s ire in these regards was especially directed at another 
scholar, the noted historian of the Jews, Heinrich Graetz. Indeed, it is likely 
that reading Graetz’s work acted as a catalyst for Treitschke, prompting him to 
add his voice to the chorus of complaints about Jews in Germany. In the con- 
flict between Treitschke and Graetz some revealing issues arose, often 
neglected or ignored in accounts of the period. Graetz’s work had become 
popular among the German-Jewish reading public and had gained a great 
deal of attention, partly because he tried to present a modern history of the 
Jews using the most advanced historical techniques of the day, but also 
because it “breathed a partisan commitment to Jewish revival within the mod- 
ern world.”46 Although his History of the Jews is still lauded by twentieth-century 
Jewish historians as one of the great nineteenth-century histories of the Jews, 
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there is little question that the sense of Jewish superiority expressed in it, espe- 
cially in the eleventh volume, which had first appeared in 1868, was at times 
narrow and excessive. Indeed, compared with it, Treitschke’s history of the 
Germans may be described as generous in spirit, especially in its treatment of 
the relationships of Jews and non-Jews, their relative merits and defects. 

Graetz conceived Jewish history as the unfolding of an immanent idea and 
was inclined to minimize the notion of productive interplay between Jew and 
Gentile, especially if that interplay entailed Jews learning from or borrowing 
from the civilizations in which they had existed over the centuries. Even the 
reconciliation of traditional Judaism with modern culture, as he presented it, 
was primarily a matter of Jewish self-realization rather than being influenced 
by Gentile culture. He harbored a deep contempt for the ancient Greeks and 
a special derision for Christians in the Middle Ages. Even certain tendencies 
within Judaism, hasidism, for example, he dismissed summarily — they were 
not, in his eyes, truly Jewish. He denigrated the culture of the Jews in eastern 
Europe and considered Yiddish an “ugly mongrel tongue.” For such reasons, 
though even more because of questions raised about the trustworthiness of his 
scholarship, his history was widely attacked by both Jewish and non-Jewish his- 
torians in the 1870s.47 Before Treitschke had read Graetz and responded with 
such fury, Mommsen had dismissed Graetz’s work as “talmudic’”; its intellectual 
level was similar to that of Catholic defenders of the church, with all their “his- 
torical falsifications.”48 

Since Graetz, borrowing from Herder, believed in a Jewish Volkseele (“folk 
soul” or a Jewish essence) that was unfolding in history, and since he was hos- 
tile to the idea of Jewish assimilation, he naturally rejected Reform Judaism, 
which Treitschke favored. Graetz considered contemporary European civiliza- 
tion to be “morally and physically sick,” thereby further offending not only 
Treitschke but a number of liberal Jews in Germany.‘9 The distinguished 
philosopher Hermann Cohen, who had written a rebuttal of Treitschke’s arti- 
cles, nevertheless spoke of Graetz’s “perverse, emotional judgments.” Ludwig 
Bamberger, a leading Jewish liberal politician of the day, called him a “zealot 
and fanatic.”5° 

Other Jewish observers regretfully commented upon the bad blood created 
not only by Graetz but also by other Jewish historians.>! Indeed, in the subse- 
quent polemical exchange of articles between Graetz and Treitschke, Graetz 
himself backed down somewhat. He emphasized that his by now notorious 
eleventh volume was composed before the “glorious victory of Germany” over 
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France in 1870-1871; the uncomplimentary passages about German patrio- 
tism, he noted, were being revised for the English translation. In other ways, 
however, Graetz remained unyielding, combative, and abusive*? — in a style 
that was all too common in academic exchanges of the day. 

There should in any case be no mistake about a key point: Graetz had writ- 
ten much that was stunningly offensive to German sensibilities of the time and 
that would have offended even more self-confident peoples. In reviewing 
some of Graetz’s pages, Treitschke echoed the reactions of many Germans: 


What deadly hatred of the purest and most powerful exponents of German char- 
acter, from Luther to Goethe and Fichte! And what hollow, offensive self-glorifica- 
tion! Here it is proved with continuous satirical invective that the nation of Kant 
was really educated to humanity by the Jews only, that the language of Lessing and 
Goethe became sensitive to beauty, spirit, and wit only through [the Jews] Boerne 
and Heine! ... And this stubborn contempt for the German goyim is not at all the 
attitude of a single fanatic. 


There was some substance to Treitschke’s charges: Graetz had written that 
Boerne and Heine had “renounced Judaism, but only like combatants who, 
putting on the uniform of the enemy, can all the more easily strike and annihi- 
late him.” Further, Graetz asserted that “to these two Jews the Germans owe 
their pure taste, their feeling for truth, and their impulse for liberty. . . . They 
grafted wit and life on German literature, and banished that clumsiness and 
awkwardness which had aroused the ridicule of neighboring nations.” Such 
remarks, which no doubt stung all the more because of the element of truth to 
them, seemed almost designed to play into the hands of anti-Semites. Here was 
an eminent Jewish historian, popular with the Jewish reading public if not with 
scholars, who held up for admiring description two famous German Jews who 
renounced their Judaism only to be able to “annihilate” German culture.*? 

In private correspondence, Graetz expressed his destructive contempt for 
German values and Christianity even more forthrightly. In 1868 he had writ- 
ten to Moses Hess, “I am looking forward with pleasure to flogging the Ger- 
mans and their leaders — Schleiermacher, Fichte, and the whole wretched 
Romantic school.” In the same letter, he wrote “we must above all work to shat- 
ter Christianity.”*4 Treitschke was not far off base when he angrily noted that 
“the man shakes with glee every time he can say something downright nasty 
against the Germans.”>° 
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Treitschke’s articles made a strong impression on the Jewish community in 
Germany, no doubt in part due to the fact that educated, middle-class Jews 
were even more inclined to venerate university professors than was the gen- 
eral population. University students, many Jews included, had earlier flocked 
to Treitschke’s lectures (where, however, they might have to sit through allu- 
sions to “hooknosed” and “thin-voiced” fellow citizens) .56 Many Jews, some of 
whom were Treitschke’s academic colleagues, were shocked and wounded. A 
large number of Jewish intellectuals and community leaders took the ume, as 
they had not with Glagau and Marr, to reply at length to Treitschke. And 
while most of them were willing to grant that Treitschke was dealing with gen- 
uine problems, not just fantasies about Jews, they repeatedly expressed con- 
cern as to just how much more of their sense of Jewishness would have to 
be abandoned to satisfy people like Treitschke — people who seemed to be 
forever upping the ante, forever demanding yet further attestations of “pure” 
Germanness.°” 

It was a problem that would especially plague Gentile-Jewish relations in 
the following generation, and not only in Germany or among German speak- 
ers; it was central to the modern Jewish experience. At the most fundamental 
level, the issue came down to the meaning of Jewish survival in modern times. 
However slippery the concepts, “identity” and “survival” continued to mean 
something to most Jews, while for most non-Jews the notions lacked a similar 
resonance — were indeed puzzling if not offensive. 


Anti-Semitic Ideology: Adolf Stoecker 


The emotional reaction to Treitschke in part reflected anxieties among 
Jews and liberals about the rightward trend of German politics at the time. 
There were other indications of trouble. Shortly before Treitschke wrote his 
articles, the Imperial Court Chaplain in Berlin, Adolf Stoecker, had begun an 
impassioned campaign against the role of Jews in the new Reich. It seemed 
that from the highest levels of authority and respectability, from the court of 
the Kaiser himself, a sanction was being given for the anti-Semitic agitation 
that was spreading among the general population. 

Again, however, Stoecker’s reputation as a proto-Nazi presents some large 
problems. To begin with, he, like Treitschke, did not consider himself to be an 
anti-Semite, certainly not in the sense that the term was then being used by 
anti-Christian racists like Marr.58 Stoecker emphasized repeatedly that hatred 
of Jews as a race was inconsistent with Christian universalism. “We respect Jews 


6 Dorpalen, Treitschke, 2.44. 
57 Cf. Boehlich, Antisenitismusstreit, passim. 


3% Tal, Christians and Jews, 249. 


ANTI-SEMITIC IDEOLOGY IN GERMANY (1879 TO THE 18gos) 143 


as our fellow citizens and honor Judaism as the lower stage of divine revela- 
tion.” Such words may not conform to late twentieth-century notions of reli- 
gious toleration, but they were remote from Nazism. 

Like a number of thoughtful German conservatives in the late nineteenth 
century, such as Max Weber and Friedrich Naumann, Stoecker was troubled 
by the “social question,” the poverty, unemployment, and general disruption 
of German life spawned by industrialization. Such conservatives could not 
accept Marxist socialism as an answer, but their consciences also rebelled 
against what seemed the rotten fruits of liberalism and the free market. As 
Stoecker devoted more and more attention to these problems, he gradually 
came to believe that Jewish influence was helping to destroy the foundations 
of the German-Christian nation and state. He repeated a phrase that Glagau 
had earlier propagated, “the social question is the Jewish question”; the mod- 
ern Jew epitomized everything that endangered the traditional Christian 
classes and the sense of Christian responsibility and community. 

Neither Stoecker nor Glagau seem to have been particularly impressed by 
the obvious fact that other countries, most notably Great Britain and the 
United States, also suffered from the social question, yet had a much smaller 
and less influential Jewish population than did Germany. Sull, Stoecker 
emphatically distanced himself from what he termed the “rabble-rousers”; he 
believed that efforts to counter Jewish influence must remain sober and mod- 
erate, under conservative Christian direction, and he explicitly rejected as a 
distortion the charge that he had blamed all of Germany’s woes on the Jews.®! 
Similarly, he considered the secular left, above all the Social Democrats, to be 
a more fundamental danger to German-Christian society than were the Jews, 
as such, although of course Jews were prominent on that secular left. 

In 1878, before his anti-Semitic activity, Stoecker had founded the Christ- 
ian Social Workers’ Party, with the specific intent of drawing workers away 
from the ranks of the Social Democrats. Bismarck launched his attack on the 
Social Democratic Party in the same year, persuading the Reichstag in late 
1878 to pass the so-called Anti-Socialist Laws, a body of legislation that made it 
impossible for the Social Democrats to carry on normal political activity. 
Stoecker conceived of his activities to gain the fidelity of the working class to 
existing society andl state as complementary to Bismarck’s own efforts. 

Stoecker was especially indignant over the attacks by Jews on Christianity, 
attacks that he, too, believed had grown in scope and intensity during the 
1870s. Interestingly, he was aware that at least part of the reason for the rising 
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attacks on Christianity by spokesmen for the organized Jewish community was 
defensive: Those spokesmen had themselves become alarmed about the mcur- 
sions of liberal Christianity into the ranks of the Jewish community. In a 
speech entitled “What we demand of modern Jewry,” delivered in September 
of 1879, Stoecker denounced the Jewish press for its “poisonous” attacks on 
practicing Christians; Jewish journalists, he noted, gather up information from 
sermons in which Christians engage in self-criticism, but those same journalists 
“hush up the Jewish question and do everything to prevent its readers from 
hearing . . . unpleasant voices” concerning Jewish vices.®* 

Stoecker mocked Jewish claims, whether Orthodox or Reform, to be bear- 
ers of lofty moral and religious ideals for mankind as a whole. Judaism of what- 
ever variety was, he said, “dead at its very core,” having long since abandoned 
God for Mammon. If Jews have a modern mission, he asked, “where are your 
missionaries? Perhaps at the stock exchanges of Berlin, Vienna, and Paris?” 
Which Jews “preach, praise, and honor the living God?” Perhaps the legions of 
writers for the Jewish gutter press? 

Stoecker’s message, while religious, was nevertheless modern and much 
concerned with the secular world. He, too, did not call for the persecution of 
Jews or for the re-establishment of ghettos, and certainly not for violence 
against them. But he did believe that some form of state control over German 
Jewry was necessary as part of a general reorientation of the state away from 
those liberal secular measures that had led to such mischief and toward mea- 
sures of state interventionist social welfare. Such a reorientation was already 
under way, in that Bismarck had begun to introduce measures to protect the 
Mittelstand from competition, the farmers from cheap grains, and the workers 
against economic insecurity. “The social abuses which are caused by Jewry,” 
Stoecker intoned, “must be eradicated by wise legislation. It will not be easy to 
curb Jewish capital. Only thoroughgoing legislation can bring it about.” 

Stoecker called for new regulations to limit Jewish predation in the stock 
exchange and the credit system. He proposed making certain kinds of real 
estate inalienable and unmortgageable, and he favored a limitation in the 
appointments of Jewish judges to conform to their percentage of the popula- 
tion. He believed that Jewish teachers should be removed entirely from pri- 
mary schools. But he did not call for a complete revocation of the principle of 
Jewish civil equality. He termed Jewish emancipation “a fact, not only amongst 
us but amongst all civilized nations.” 

Stoecker’s criticisms of the free market resembled in some ways the socialist 
criticism, above all in his attacks on the rich and in his suggestion that they be 
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taxed to aid the poor. Such proposals in fact alarmed Bismarck and a number 
of his close advisers. Treitschke, too, was offended by a number of Stoecker’s 
pronouncements. Bismarck never gave open support to Stoecker, and for a 
while he even considered prosecuting him under the Ant-Socialist Laws. But 
Stoecker was hardly a revolutionary socialist: He was still respectful of existing 
social hierarchies and of the constitution; he simply wanted the state to take a 
more active hand in protecting its poorer and more vulnerable citizens. This 
position came to be called “Christian socialism,” and as a political movement it 
had an important long-range future in Germany and in a number of other 
countries, especially Austria. 

Stoecker was modern in that he sought to use modern ideas and tech- 
niques, and the power of the modern state, to deal with modern problems, but 
he sull relied on traditional Christian concepts. There was, similarly, none of 
Marr's pessimism in Stoecker’s speeches; he was fully confident that German 
Protestant Christianity had the strength to resist the incursions of the Jews. 

This confident, modern tone did little to win over his intended working- 
class audience. Workers in Berlin preferred the program of the Marxian 
Social Democrats. He eventually found a more receptive audience in the 
lower-middle class, and ostensibly for the same kinds of reasons that the Mit- 
telstand seems to have been attracted to Marr’s arguments. Many contempo- 
raries observed that when Stoecker announced a speech concerning the Jew- 
ish question, a numerous, obviously lower middle-class audience usually 
appeared, and when he attacked the Jews, he won enthusiastic response. 
Meetings that dealt with more traditional Christian topics attracted smaller 
audiences and earned a less enthusiastic response. When he urged on his lis- 
teners an attitude of Christian love, even for Jews, mild or even no applause 
followed. 

However tempted by demagoguery, Stoecker was a Christian, not a racist or 
proto-Nazi. Even the more diffuse accusation, seen in most histories of the 
period, that he and Treitschke “fertilized the ground” for later Nazi anu-Semi- 
tism, or “saturated”® the lower-middle class with anti-Semitism, derives from 
problematic assumptions and misleading metaphors. Anti-Jewish feelings were 
not the creation of a few “bad leaders” but rather emerged from the experi- 
ence and deeply ingrained mind-sets of millions of Germans and of course pre- 
ceded the 1870s. Modern anti-Semitism satisfied emotional needs for some 
Germans, but those needs meshed in intricate ways with real experiences. It 
should also not be forgotten that popular attitudes to Jews at this ume were by 
no means uniformly or strongly negative; many Germans — certainly more 
numerous than those expressing active hatred — accepted the Jews among 
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them as friends, neighbors, and fellow citizens, and many others, probably the 
great majority, had no particularly strong or fixed opinions about Jews. 

One might justifiably assert that Treitschke and Stoecker, like Glagau and 
Marr, provided focus for long-existing, inchoate feelings or, perhaps, galva- 
nized them. Similarly, one might more justifiably criticize intellectual and spir- 
itual leaders like Treitschke and Stoecker for joining in, when they should 
have been opposing, the ground-swell of ugly popular resentment against Jews 
and for not recognizing the grave dangers to their own values inherent mn 
modern anti-Semitism. But even such criticisms must be cautiously formu- 
lated: Treitschke and Stoecker could not have been adequately aware of those 
perils, and they both did in fact explicitly and frequently warn against the dan- 
gers of hatred and violence in regard to Jews. Both had an acute sense of the 
dangers of the mob and of mass society. How can we today be confident that 
they “should have seen” things that appear clear to us a century later? 

It is worth reemphasizing that both Stoecker and Treitschke were men 
whose hostility to Jews was circumscribed by potent limitations, by attachments 
to liberal tenets and Christian belief, respectively. Insofar as it is possible to 
predict what any human being might have done in an unprecedented situa- 
tion, one can say that both Treitschke and Stoecker would have been repelled 
by Hitler and horrified by Nazism — plebeian, crudely racist, violent, pro- 
foundly antiliberal, and anti-Christian. And of those Germans who later 
actively resisted Nazism, a number of prominent ones based their resistance 
on principles that were similar to those of Stoecker and Treitschke. Moreover, 
among them were many who continued to harbor various kinds of negative 
feelings about Jews — theological, cultural, political — and who even at first 
accepted what they believed was moderate Nazi legislation against the Jews, 
since they thought it took necessary steps toward solving Germany’s long- 
standing Jewish problem. The point is hardly to venerate such men, for their 
weaknesses are only too obvious. But they were not Nazis, and their opposition 
to Jews did not condone murder. 

Retrospective moralizing in Treitschke’s and Stoecker’s cases can blind one 
to the simple truth that there was widespread and growing concern about the 
rapid rise of Jews in late nineteenth-century Germany, and in Europe as a 
whole, exacerbated by economic difficulties and a range of other concerns. 
No single individual caused or created that ground-swell, any more than the 
ground-swell of revolution in Russia in 1905 or 1917 was the responsibility of 
individual revolutionaries. The significance of the efforts of men like 
Treitschke and Stoecker pales beside such larger, impersonal factors. Individu- 
als are more palpable and certainly more emotionally satisfying to condemn 
than impersonal forces, but one does need to keep in perspective the relative 
importance of each. Treitschke and Stoecker hardly deserve “rehabilitation”; 
their defects are plain enough, and other men of their general persuasion, as 
will be described in the following sections, did in fact condemn the anut- 


ANTI-SEMITIC IDEOLOGY IN GERMANY (1879 TO THE 1890s) 147 


Semitic agitation of the day, but at the same time fairmess requires a recogni- 
tion that those defects were more limited than often assumed. 


Anti-Semitic Movement and Countermovement 


There is little question that a number of more radical, more hate-filled 
anti-Semites either took inspiration from Treitschke and Stoccker or gained a 
sense of legitimacy from their statements. The so-called Berlin Movement of 
the early 1880s, which sought to challenge the predominance of the left-liber- 
als in Berlin politics, had in its leading positions a number of fervently anti- 
Semitic university students, young men who recognized fewer moral limits and 
who were inclined to demonize Jews in ways that Treitschke resisted, to harbor 
fantasies about them that remained only distantly related to real social, eco- 
nomic, or cultural conflict. The Berlin Movement was one of many attempts to 
fashion new political alignments, to bring together previously antipathetic par- 
ties and social groups around anti-Semitism, to make of it what the Germans 
term an /nitegrationsideologie. Marr and others had already made an effort to 
establish anti-Semitic “leagues.” Other agitators circulated the Anti-Semites’ 
Petition, which by October 1880 had gathered some 265,000 signatures, 
12,000 in Berlin. 

The Petition, which was presented to Bismarck in the following year, estab- 
lished what might be termed a basic or minimal program for the myriad of 
anti-Semitic parties that would emerge in the following two decades. It 
charged that an “alien tribe” in Germany had gained domination over the 
“Aryan race.” In order to combat the incursions of that tribe a number of mea- 
sures were needed: (1) the limitation of Jewish immigration into Germany, (2) 
the exclusion of Jews from positions of high governmental authority, (3) a spe- 
cial census to keep track of Jews, and (4) the prohibition of Jews as teachers in 
elementary schools. 

This minimal program was moderate in that it looked to orderly action 
through the Reichstag, not to popular violence, not to chasing Jews out of 
Germany, and certainly not to an overthrow of the existing Reich. Few Ger- 
mans of any political persuasion openly demanded that all Jewish citizens 
should be chased from Germany, that their wealth should be taken from 
them, or that they should be put into a ghetto. The moderate program of the 
Berlin Movement, its emphasis on legal action, reflected a political climate 
that was substantially different from that following World War I. It reflected in 
turn the greater prestige enjoyed by the Bismarckian Reich than by the 
Weimar Republic. 

Right-wing revolutionaries comparable to the Nazis were not common at 
this me and found only sporadic support among the masses. Left-wing racli- 
cals, that is, Social Democrats, certainly did have more extensive support from 
the working masses, but, as will be explored further in the next chapter, Social 
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Democrats fought the anti-Semites. The German anti-Semitic activists of the 
1880s and 1890s were mostly law abiding and respectful of the constitution. 

Beyond that shaky consensus, those activists disagreed in many ways, often 
contentiously. They were generally conservative, but some were emphatically 
not. Some spoke for Junker interests, others for the Mittelstand, yet others for 
the peasants. Since the interests of such social groups diverged, at times 
sharply, a common anti-Semitic program for them proved impossible to agree 
upon. Conservatives were repelled by the demagoguery of some anti-Semites. 
A few anti-Semites were racists in a dogmatic, cultish sense; others were more 
practical and limited in goals. Some were sincere in their anti-Semitic belief; 
others approached anti-Semitism more cynically, as a mere device with which 
to manipulate the masses, to gain popular support for conservative programs, 
without themselves feeling an intense, emotionally driven hatred for Jews. 

These and many other differences within the movement led to schism after 
schism in the 1880s and 1890s. Moreover, the actual popular support for the 
new political anti-Semites, their ability to attract voters to their banners — as 
distinguished from their undeniable ability to make noise and attract notori- 
ety — was from the very beginning in doubt. In the elections of 1881, the 
left-liberals in Berlin, led to an important degree by Jews, totally overwhelmed 
Stoecker’s party. The Progressive Party gained thirty-three new seats in the 
country at large, based on a nearly seventy percent increase in popular votes.® 
After these electoral returns were in, Bismarck evidently concluded that not 
much political mileage was to be had from even covert idenufication with the 
anti-Semites, and he let it be known that “I most decidedly disapprove of this 
fight against the Jews.”67 

At the height of its popularity in the 1880s political anti-Semitism in Ger- 
many won scarcely five percent of the popular vote, and a large part of that 
vote probably reflected inchoate protest rather than systematic anti-Semitic 
convictions. On the other hand, there were certainly many who felt hostility to 
Jews but who did not vote for the anti-Semitic parties. Some of the more ideal- 
istic or intelligent of the young people who were initially attracted to political 
anti-Semitism were eventually repelled by the low moral and intellectual tone 
of many of its leaders. The young Junker Helmut von Gerlach was initially 
attracted to the Stoecker movement and sincerely hoped to be able to remedy 
the social question through Christian socialism. But before long he observed 
that aside from the many decent Jews he met, it was the anti-Semites them- 
selves who cured him of anti-Semitism. Houston Stewart Chamberlain, the 
famous “evangelist of race” and Wagnerian anti-Semite, impishly remarked 
that attendance at the meetings of the political anti-Semites of these years left 
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him “full of pity and love for all Jews,”® so repelled was he by the intellectual 
and moral tone he observed. 

Many of the leaders of the German anti-Semitic parties of these years were 
implicated in scandals — bribery, blackmail, embezzlement, paternity suits — 
and many appeared psychologically unstable. Some were so devoid of princi- 
ples that finally, when their parties’ fortunes were at their lowest ebb, they 
decided to go after the Jewish vote! (This contradiction had a revealing coun- 
terpart in the sometimes desperate efforts of Jewish liberals to combat the 
Social Democrats by allying with the anti-Semites; Jewish conservatives, a rarer 
breed, at times did the same in order to combat Jewish liberals. Such alliances 
suggest, again, how litthe anti-Semitism was seen as ominous in the way that it 
later would be.) 

None of the various bills proposed by the ant-Semites came anywhere near 
passage in the Reichstag. Jewish rights were in no tangible way limited by polit- 
ical measures in these years, and anti-Semites seeking to foment violence were 
arrested and thrown into jail. Even some anti-Semites seemed to take pride in 
the fact that the German government was not lax in preserving law and order. 
The pogroms of 1881 and 1882 in Russia were on everyone's mind at this 
time, as was the assumed complicity of the Russian government. The reticence 
of many Jews to dramatize the German situation may in part have reflected 
their appreciation of the crucial differences between the situation of Jews in 
Germany and in Russia. 

The various economic boycotts proposed by German anti-Semites had little 
or no effect; Jews continued to prosper and were increasingly among the very 
richest of Germany’s citizens. In 1900 in Frankfurt-am-Main, Jews represented 
sixty-three percent of the wealthiest tax category (those earning more than 
3,000 marks; the average income in the nation at large was around 200 
marks). In 1907 the average Jewish income in the state (Land) of Baden was 
1,229 marks, as compared with 244 marks for Protestants and 117 for 
Catholics.” 

It has frequently been maintained that the relatively weak response by Ger- 
man citizens, especially liberals, to the anu-Semitic movement represents yet 
another example of the general timidity of German liberalism,” its inclination 
to let the authorities deal with such matters. It was, to be sure, a restricted part 
of the population that actively took up the defense of Jews against the attacks 
of the anti-Semites. Upper-middle-class Germans, liberals (mostly Protestant), 
intellectuals, and professionals were the most active in defense of Jewish civil 
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rights. In late 1880 the major papers of Berlin published a declaration, 
inspired by Mommsen (Treitschke’s senior colleague, it will be recalled, at the 
University of Berlin) and the Lord Mayor of Berlin, Maximilian von Forcken- 
beck, lamenting the hatred unleashed by the anti-Semites and urging religious 
and national reconciliation. Some seventy-three prominent citizens, including 
seventeen university professors and three Evangelical clergymen, signed the 
declaration.” 

Early in the next year 2,500 Berlin Electors (members of an elite body that 
selected deputies to the Prussian parliament and thus also a voice of the estab- 
lishment) condemned the anti-Semites for defiling the honor of the German 
capital and the Empire and similarly called for toleration among all members 
of society regardless of religion. Early in the next decade more organized and 
systematic efforts were finally undertaken by the Defense League against Anti- 
Semitism, or Abwehrverein. Its founding declaration, signed by 535 prominent 
Christians, undertook both to refute the various charges made against Jews 
and to do something about Jewish vice where it was considered to be real and 
undeniable. Again, even among such Gentiles a consensus existed that certain 
vices specific to Jews were a real problem.” Indeed, Jewish leaders themselves 
in this period were more favorably inclined toward efforts at Jewish reform or 
self-improvement than counterattacks on the anti-Semites. Their reasoning 
was that if Jewish vice diminished, so would the appeals of anti-Semitism.” 

Jews in Germany in these years often sharply disagreed with one another 
concerning how anti-Semitic charges should be countered, and these dis- 
agreements led to some embarrassing episodes. In 1884, for example, some 
sixty-eight liberal rabbis published a statement asserting that Judaism com- 
mands Jews to treat all human beings with love, if they themselves honor God 
and justice, whatever their religion. When talmudic literature contradicted 
that principle, which they recognized it did, the rabbis argued that offending 
passages must be considered merely the opinion of individuals, bitter over the 
persecutions they had suffered. Modern Jews, the rabbis concluded, were uni- 
versalistic, tolerant, and humanitarian. 

However, Orthodox rabbis in Germany refused to accept this formulation, 
which they deemed insufficiently attuned to halakhic standards. Relations 
between Reform and Orthodox Jews were tense in these years, and the Ortho- 
dox generally were concerned to restrict rather than expand contacts with the 
Gentile world. Even their sense of German nationalism was mixed with fears 
that Jews in Germany were abandoning, in growing numbers, the faith of their 
forefathers for the attractions of the Gentile world. The Orthodox rabbis 
issued a statement that restricted the principle of universal love to those who 
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lived under the seven Noachide Laws.” (Presumably, although the issue was 
not spelled out, Germany’s large and growing population of non-believers, the 
millions of working-class socialists, for example, or those who could no longer 
accept the God of the Jews and the Christians, were not deserving of love.) 

Non-Jewish liberals were apparently drawn into action against anti-Semitism 
by a sense of moral duty, a commitment to liberal principles, and a revulsion at 
the demagogucry, lies, and cheapness of the anti-Semitic campaign. Unfortu- 
nately, men like Glagau and Marr and Treitschke and Stoecker have received 
incomparably more attention from historians than these Gentile opponents of 
anti-Semitism, even though these men were more representative of establish- 
ment opinion and also seem to have represented the opinions of the majority 
of Germans in those years more than did the active anti-Semites, at Icast inso- 
far as voting patterns may be seen as suggestive (an issue that will be further 
explored in the following chapter). 

However, the principled integrity of these Gentile opponents of anti-Semi- 
tism had definite limits. Few were friends of the Jews in the sense of believing 
that there were substantial reasons for maintaining a separate Jewish identity 
or that Jewishness, however defined, was worthy of praise and preservation. In 
short, while they generally opposed Treitschke, particularly his tone, they 
agreed with him on the underlying point that Jews should become Germans 
“completely,” leaving behind any traces of a separate national identity. 

These opponents of anti-Semitism were motivated as well by an undeniable 
element of self-interest and of political calculation. Liberals by the late 1870s 
feared political isolation, as Bismarck moved to the right, and they were partic- 
ularly anxious concerning how anti-Semitic feelings might be manipulated by 
unscrupulous conservatives. Their interpretation of anti-Semitism is revealing 
in that regard: They were less likely to view it as a genuine popular movement 
than as a conservative ploy, a manipulative device of evil men, something that 
had to be exposed as such in order to be remedied. 

That interpretation of the appearance of anti-Semitism still finds echoes in 
modern histories and is related to the tendency to see figures like Treitschke 
and Stoecker as primarily responsible for stirring up anti-Jewish feelings rather 
than merely focusing, legitimizing, or galvanizing feelings that derived from 
real experiences and long-standing convictions of millions of Germans. To be 
sure, there is little question that some conservatives in Germany were willing 
to exploit anti-Semitism for their own purposes, in particular as a way to mobi- 
lize mass support for the persistence of the status quo; the German Conserva- 
tive Party toyed with an openly anti-Semitic agenda in the 1890s. But anti- 
Semitism was finally not something that Conservative politicians could 
gencrate ex nihilo, and their efforts to manipulate it were not particularly suc- 
cessful nor was the party leadership united in pursuing that particular tack. 
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The Abwehrverein’s efforts included an educational campaign to try to pre- 
vent further damage by immoral or “undesirable” Jews. For example, peasants 
were offered advice on how to take out a loan without falling prey to 
unscrupulous Jewish cattle dealers. Although such efforts found support 
among Jewish leaders, in other regards they appeared unreceptive or indiffer- 
ent to the efforts of the Abwehrverein, which was a cause for irritation among 
some of its leaders. Indeed, one “was forced to conclude that guilt or cowardice 
motivated Jewish silence.””6 

A parallel trend of these years also reveals something about the “special” sit- 
uation in Germany: Jews began to drop out of, or were forced out of, leader- 
ship positions in the National Liberal and Progressive parties. This trend may 
be seen as a subtle victory for the anti-Semites of the 1870s and 1880s, even if 
their electoral successes were minor. That is, the leadership of the liberal par- 
ties obviously sensed the dangers in being perceived as too closely identified 
with Jewish interests, a worry that had concerned them relatively little in the 
1850s and 1860s. By the 1890s there were not many Jews left in prominent 
positions in the National Liberal Party. In fact, of all Germany’s major parties 
by these years only the Social Democratic Party resisted the pressure and 
retained, or even gained, leaders who had Jewish backgrounds. Electoral sup- 
port was another matter, since most Jews continued to vote liberal, even when 
the numbers of prominent Jewish liberal politicians dwindled. 


Anti-Semitic Movement: 
The Peasants and Otto Bockel 


Anti-Semitism mitigated by traditional constraints existed among the 
peasantry, a large class that cannot be ignored, since it was among elements of 
the peasantry that the most dramatically successful anti-Semitic movement in 
late nineteenth-century Germany developed. And among the peasants one of 
the more colorful and charismatic anti-Semitic leaders appeared: Otto Bockel, 
the celebrated “peasant king.” Bockel’s peasant following and his successes as 
a pohitucian exceeded anything that the leaders of the Berlin Movement were 
able to accomplish among the Berlin Mittelstand. Indeed, after their own fail- 
ures in Berlin, many anti-Semitic politicians turned with interest to Béckel’s 
electoral district. 

In a stunning setback to the overconfident Conservative deputy who had 
previously held the seat for Marburg, Bockel was elected by a strong majority to 
the Reichstag in 1887, at age twenty-seven, making him the youngest delegate 
in that body. A talented linguist, he had earned a Ph.D. in 1882 and had devel- 
oped a passionate interest in the folk songs, legends, and fairy tales of the Ger- 
man peasantry. He was by all accounts, a handsome, energetic, and resourceful 
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young man. His victory over the Conservative deputy, whose political methods 
were typical of the older Honoratiorenpolitik (that is, politcal activity dominated 
by small groups of notables), carried a potent symbolism of new forces at work 
in the German political scene, what one scholar has termed “anti-plutocratic 
populism.””” 

Bockel had made frequent excursions into the countryside of Hesse or Hes- 
senland (the term refers to a cultural area in central Germany, with a number 
of political and administrative subdivisions) and was much moved by the 
plight of the peasants he encountered. As he recorded in his pamphlet Die 
Juden, die Konige unserer Zett (The Jews, Kings of our Time), “the image of the 
peasant robbed by the Jew drives me onward.”’8 The pamphlet went through a 
hundred editions by the end of the century. 

Hessian peasants, like farmers elsewhere in Germany, had seen golden 
years between 1850 and the mid-1870s. The growth of cities had increased the 
demand for agricultural products, and agricultural prices had generally risen. 
The depression that struck in the mid-1870s marked the beginning of a long- 
range reversal of that trend. German farmers in general were threatened by 
the cheaper grains that began arriving from abroad, principally from the 
Americas. (In the Hessian case, however, most were livestock farmers who 
actually benefited from cheaper grains insofar as they provided cheaper fod- 
der; tariffs to protect Junker grain farmers thus harmed them, but they had 
many other problems, among them hoof-and-mouth disease and the compet- 
tion offered by cheaper meat shipped in refrigerated ships.) Peasant indebted- 
ness in Hessenland sharply increased, as did bankruptcies. 

Such trends, which touched peasants everywhere in Germany without 
prompting such pronounced peasant anti-Semitism, were probably not deci- 
sive in Béckel’s success. It is tempting to conclude that it was simply his per- 
sonal genius as demagogue and organizer that made the difference. He used 
pomp and fanfare, mass meetings, torchhight rallies, songfests, and sloganeer- 
ing with great creativity. He was able to link peasant festivals and rituals with 
new political devices and goals. He established a newspaper that reached thou- 
sands of peasants who had never before read newspapers. He established 
credit cooperatives, offered inexpensive insurance, set up centers for legal 
information, and advertised “Jew-free” markets. Idealistic university students, 
also concerned by the plight of the peasants, flocked to his banners. Some 
called him a “second Luther,” and many peasants did indeed look upon him 
as a savior. 

Yet, without minimizing the importance of Bockel’s personality, conditions 
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peculiar to Hessenland were also important, not only for what they reveal 
about the nature of peasant Jew-hatred but also for what they reveal about the 
situation of Jews in Germany more generally. Jews in Hessenland were in a 
number of ways exceptional. They were more rural and more often Ortho- 
dox than elsewhere in Germany. They were also long-time residents, not sig- 
nificantly reinforced by immigrants from eastern Europe. They were less rich 
than other German Jews, and they lived more traditionally than Jews in the 
major urban centers. Their economic activities were only partly modern: 
They acted as middlemen, cattle dealers in particular, in a situation in which 
market opportunities were opening up. They were also moneylenders, often 
providing peasants in the 1850s and 1860s with the funds to buy land, to take 
advantage of new market opportunities. When those opportunities dimin- 
ished after the mid-1870s, many peasants found themselves hopelessly in 
debt to Jewish moneylenders, finally losing not only newly acquired proper- 
ties but also their ancestral lands. One of Bockel’s galvanizing experiences 
was attending a trial of a peasant who had murdered a Jew who had taken 
over his farm. 

These economic foundations for tension between Jews and Hessian peas- 
ants were only part of a larger picture. There was also the perception by the 
particularisuc peasants, deeply suspicious of outsiders and “city-slickers,” that 
Jews were the agents of Prussian intrusion, that Jews were benefiting unfairly 
from measures brought to Hessenland under Prussian aegis: new liberal laws, 
new institutions and officials, railroads, and cheaper meats and grains — again, 
“modern tmes,” but in “foreign,” Prussian garb. 

In 1866 Hessian Jews had been openly jubilant when Prussia directly 
annexed Electoral Hesse, since for them the Prussian Rechtsstaat appeared 
enlightened, efficient, and fair-minded when compared with the arbitrary and 
erratic rule that they had endured up to that time. And these expectations 
were not disappointed, for within a decade what has been called the “stimulat- 
ing presence” of Prussia in former Electoral Hesse had resulted in a marked 
improvement in Jewish fortunes, reflected in per capita income, access to 
higher education, and entrance ito the liberal professions. It was precisely in 
those areas of Hessenland where Prussian presence was the most “stimulating” 
that anti-Semitism was the most intense.” 

Thus, the situation, while in some ways unique, was also familiar: Jews 
under progressive rule prospered, while non-Jews believed themselves threat- 
ened with ruin, especially during an economic downturn. One can even see 
echoes of the older syndrome, one familiar in eastern Europe, where Jews 
were blamed for the exploitation that they undertook in the name of the 
nobility. In this case, to focus anger away from mighty Prussia and widely pop- 
ular Bismarck to the Jewish population of Hessenland proved a brilliantly suc- 
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cessful political stratagem for Bockel,®° and one that certainly did more than 
play upon religious prejudice or ignorant fantasies about Jews. 

Bockel’s speeches and writings resembled those of the leaders of the Berlin 
Movement but were applied to a substantially different context. He offered 
the same warnings, that a “stubborn, old, and thoroughly alien race” was tak- 
ing over; that modern capitalism was weakening the very backbone of Ger- 
many. Bockel avoided using such terms as “Aryan” and “Semite” in addressing 
his peasant audiences, who would not have understood them, but the virtues 
he believed to be found in the German peasant much resembled what was 
elsewhere termed “Aryan,” and the evils of the commercial city much resem- 
bled what was elsewhere termed “Semitic.” 

Another revealing aspect of Bockel’s appeal is that his greatest success was 
with previously unorganized, Protestant peasants; Catholic peasants in con- 
liguous areas seemed largely immune to him or any other anti-Semitic agita- 
tors. These Protestant peasants had reason to feel abandoned by national and 
regional leaders, in ways that was not true for the Catholics, and Bockel 
undoubtedly offered them an all-important emotional support as well as orga- 
nization and ideology.®! These differences in peasant response underline once 
again how simplistic it can be to isolate Christian belief, as such, as the factor 
that leads to anti-Semitic action. 

Bockel was also distinctly more of a left-wing reformer than the leaders of 
the Berlin Movement. He vigorously opposed military expenditures, since they 
were paid for by higher taxes on the peasants, and he repeatedly attacked the 
Junkers, who indeed had contrary interests - and far more power to protect 
them. One of his key slogans was “against Jews and Junkers.” 

For such reasons and others having to do with his personal traits, Bockel 
quarreled endlessly with other anti-Semitic leaders. His movement, too, 
became involved in scandal and corruption, without, however, undermining 
the fidelity of his peasant followers to him personally. Nevertheless, his move- 
ment finally disintegrated. He simply did not have a long-range or realistic 
program; his was a movement of slogans and pyrotechnics, emotional catharsis 
for his followers, not long-range political realism. Even his cooperative move- 
ment, which was quite successful at first, was finally outdone by cooperatives 
that eschewed politics and avoided anti-Semitism. 


Precursors to Nazism? 


Bockel was one of the more appealing and colorful of the anu-Semitic 
figures of the me, but his inadequacies as a leader suggest an important ques- 
tion: Would it have been possible for a leader of greater abilities to have 
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united these various factions and to have accomplished something more sub- 
stantial? Hitler also faced a myriad of rival factions and mutually hostile per- 
sonalities; the Nazi movement, too, was full of contradictions. Could a man of 
Hitler’s abilities have united the anti-Semites of the late nineteenth century in 
Germany as Hitler united them in the late 1920s and 1930s? This question 
overlaps with one posed earlier: To what extent or in which sense may the 
expressions of anti-Semitism of the 1880s and 1890s be considered precursors 
of the Nazi movement? More definitive answers to these questions are best left 
for subsequent chapters, but a few points can be profitably noted here. 

The sufferings, disappointments, and anxieties that emerged from the Great 
Depression of 1873 to 1896 can hardly be compared with those experienced 
by Germans in the years from the First World War to the Great Depression of 
the 1930s. Similarly, the Bismarckian Reich enjoyed wide popular support, and 
by the mid-18gos it began once again to experience economic expansion. Rev- 
olutionary opposition to the German state continued to exist, but it was mostly 
confined to the left, which was opposed to political anti-Semitism. 

The moderation of late nineteenth-century German anti-Semites reflected 
the substantially different conditions of the time. There was much in the 
speeches and pamphlets of anti-Semites at this time that large numbers of Jews 
recognized, both privately and publicly, as justified, if also expressed in a 
mean-spirited way. Criticism of Jews could be accepted as having some ele- 
ment of truth without arriving at the conclusion that violence should be done 
to them, or even that they should be deprived of their civil rights. 

On the other hand, it is easily overlooked by those whose attention is 
focused on prewar anti-Semitism that Hitler’s movement, although beginning 
in the early twenties as a fringe party dedicated to violent revolution, increas- 
ingly took on moderate, respectable airs in the late 1920s in an effort to gain 
both popular support and acceptance by influential elites. Hitler persuaded 
many observers, well into the mid-1930s, that he was a moderate on the Jewish 
question. He did not publicly advocate murder of Jews, at least not in any clear 
or consistent fashion (he made threats and dropped hints in both radical and 
conciliatory directions). Mostly, he suggested that Jews needed to be “con- 
trolled” through political measures, in a way that could easily be seen as simi- 
lar to what the anti-Semites of the 1880s had called for. He spoke of an “anti- 
Semitism of reason” in contrast to the kind of irrational violence against Jews 
that was typical in eastern Europe. 

Thus, it appears justified to question the distinction that late nineteenth- 
century anti-Semites had limited goals, while Nazism had unlimited ones, 
since Nazi goals were not clear and may not have been worked out with any 
precision until the Second World War provided a radically altered situation - 
and vast new opportunities. At any rate, the image of a steadily rising tide of 
anti-Semitism in Germany in the years before 1914 is a problematic one. If 
anu-Semitism grew in Germany, it was in subtle ways, ones that are frustrat- 
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ingly difficult to plumb or measure confidently; that growth was not in terms 
of political anti-Semitism, or of an anti-Semitism that reflected a coherent ide- 
ology of violent destruction or that attracted and effectively integrated masses 
of followers. Perhaps it is best to choose other imagery, to speak not of a rising 
tide of anti-Semitism but of resentments that assumed obscure shapes and 
shadows, ones that easily deceived contemporaries concerning their meaning 
and importance. 

At this point, two dangers might be recognized in these efforts to under- 
stand German anti-Semitism. On the one hand, one must recognize that 
Nazism grew up in Germany and obviously had some sort of connection with 
German history and traditions. But one must at the same time be careful not 
to brandish the notion of proto-Nazism incautiously, to oversimphify the 
nature of the connections. Too often it has been assumed that German history 
before 1914 or 1933 pointed to some sort of inexorable tragedy, that German 
attitudes toward Jews were uniquely poisonous. In truth, expressions of ant- 
Semitism in Germany before 1914 had strong parallels in most other coun- 
tries, including the democratic models, France and Great Britain. Indeed, 
anti-Semitism appeared much stronger elsewhere, especially in eastern 
Europe. At any rate, figures like Marr, Stoecker, von Treitschke, or Bockel held 
beliefs that were incompatible in many regards with later Nazi beliefs. 


=5 
Socialists, Jews, and 
Anti-Semites 


The Jewish race, concentrated and clever, always 
devoured by the drive to make a profit, manipulates 
the capitalist system with great skill. (Jean Jaurés)! 


Marxism is not a scientific theory at all, but a piece 
of clever Jewish superstition. (Paul Johnson)? 


Jews from Moses to Marx and Lassalle have inspired 
all the revolutions. (G. B. Shaw) .3 


Socialist Movement and Ideology 


In the last three decades of the nineteenth century, when modern anti- 
Semitic movements made their first appearance, the socialist movement grew 
with great rapidity, above all in Germany after the turn of the century, when 
support for anti-Semitism waned. The socialist movement, or, as it was called 
in Germany, the social-democratic movement, may be seen as a successful 
model of a modern mass movement in a way that the ant-Semitic movement 
was not. The two ostensibly grew in response to many of the same develop- 
ments and had a similar anti-liberal complexion. They were often bunched 
together by liberals, especially by Jewish liberals — falsely but not implausibly. 

Socialist ideology grew up in the early nineteenth century as part of a 
broader protest against capitalism, irresponsible individualism, and an increas- 
ingly triumphant liberal ideology. Partly because Jews were widely identified 
with each of those, early socialist thinkers often attacked Jews, individually and 
collectively. However, as socialist ideology evolved and became more sophisti- 


' Quoted in Stephen Wilson, /deology and Experience: Anti-Semitism in France at the Time of the Dreyfus 
Affair (East Brunswick, N.J., 1982), 68. 


2 Paul Johnson, A History of the Jews (New York, 1989), 348. 


* George Bernard Shaw, “The Sanity of Art,” The Complete Prefaces of Bernard Shaw (London, 1965), 
800-1. 


158 


SOCIALISTS, JEWS, AND ANTI-SEMITES 159 


cated, particularly once Marxism became the leading ideology of socialists, 
Jews were less often singled out by socialists and blamed for the ills of modern 
capitalism. Marxian socialists identified social class, not race, as the key cate- 
gory of analysis. Similarly, they came to accept modern industrialization as 
promising a bright and harmonious future, once its capitalist stage was over 
anc socialism had triumphed. 

Marxist ideology and the working-class movement that grew up around it 
were characterized by a more confident, hopeful tone, rather than the fear and 
resentment of the anti-Semites. Indeed, there were clements of philo-Semitism 
in socialist movements by the turn of the century, with the important qualifier 
that few socialists saw much value in the notion of the survival of Jews as a sepa- 
rate people or in the mission of Juclaism as understood by Jews themselves. 

Friedrich Engels wrote in a personal letter in 1890, 


We owe a great deal to the Jews. Not to mention Heine and Borne, Marx was of 
purely Jewish origin; Lassalle was a Jew. Many of our best people are Jews. My 
friend, Victor Adler, who is now paying in a prison in Vienna for his devotion to 
the cause of the proletariat; Eduard Bernstein, the editor of the London 
Sozialdemokrat; Paul Singer, one of our best men in the Reichstag — people of whose 
friendship Iam proud, and all of them Jews! 


Bernstein, writing years later for a Yiddish journal, said of Singer, “no one 
achieved such popularity among the Berlin masses as Paul Singer. . . . Singer's 
funeral was the most impressive that Berlin had ever seen.” And Bernstein 
added, “I have belonged to the Social Democratic Party for almost fifty years, 
and I know of no instance when a person was not chosen as a candidate for 
office or defeated [as a candidate] for a party post because he was a Jew.”® By 
the 1890s, Jews had almost entirely disappeared from leading posts in the 
National Liberal and even the left-liberal or progressive parties. 

Franz Mehring, the socialist biographer of Marx, observed that “side by side 
with a good many defects in modern Jewry, it is perhaps its highest glory that 
there is today not one person of culture in Germany who is not linked in int- 
mate relations of heart and intellect with one or more Jews.”” (The ambiguity 
of this praise it typical; Mehring had a penchant for nasty comments about 
Jews, as is partly evident from his remarks, quoted in the previous chapter, in 
defense of von Treitschke. His was, at any rate, a prickly and acerbic personality, 
with a string of short-lived friendships and little time for customary courtesics.) 
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These quotations offer some sense of the tone of Gentile—Jewish relations 
in the socialist movement in Germany. In most countries, but especially in 
western Europe and the United States, it was much the same. Even in Russia at 
the end of the century Jews and non-Jews in the socialist movement bridged to 
a clegree unequaled in other political movements the chasm that separated 
their two communities. The non-Jew Lenin and the Jew Trotsky forged a pow- 
erful partnership in 1917. Lenin worked closely with many Jews, both before 
and after taking power, and to his death he retained the highest personal 
affection for his Jewish factional opponent, the Menshevik leader Julius Mar- 
tov. And of considerable symbolic importance was the famous partnership of 
the Jew, Marx, and the Gentile, Engels. 


The Enlightened Tradition of Socialism 


Nineteenth-century socialists were self-consciously heirs of the Enlighten- 
ment and through it of pagan antiquity. They were thus universalistic, humani- 
tarian, and egalitarian. Their identity with the underdog, the oppressed, the 
exploited manual laborers was central. They believed that it was a bad eco- 
nomic and social system that made bad human beings. Racist theories were 
logically incompatible with socialism, especially insofar as those theories 
asserted that some human beings were unchangeably inferior to others. The 
logic of the socialist position worked particularly against theories like those of 
Gobineau that categorized the working class as inferior because of race. Simi- 
larly, socialists grew to realize that racist ideas in their various forms, including 
anti-Semitism, were being exploited by enemies of the working class and 
socialism. 

The most widely read work of either Marx or Engels in the late nineteenth 
and early twentieth centuries was entitled Anti-Diihring (1876, with many sub- 
sequent editions), an attack on the racist, anticapitalist theoretician Eugen 
Duhring, whose anti-Semitic writings had attracted much attention and had 
even won praise at first from social—-democratic leaders. Duhring was an econ- 
omist and social theorist who presented a more sophisticated variety of anti- 
religious anti-Semitism than did Wilhelin Marr. He called for a reformed capi- 
talism through a strong labor movement. Reading him in 1882, Theodor 
Herzl observed that Duhring “should be read by every Jew. The slippery slope 
of Jewish morals and the lack of ethical seriousness that characterize so many 
(all, according to Duthring) activities of the Jews are being mercilessly exposed 
and stigmatized. One can learn from this!”8 

Duhring was a fiercely belligerent man, at a period when academic con- 
tentiousness reached sometimes astonishing levels. He attacked with such 
ferocity and irresponsibility that he was expelled from his university position. 
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Hostility to him was further sharpened because he rejected the Judeo—Christ- 
ian tradition as a whole; it represented, he wrote, a “hatred of life,” a diseased, 
slave morality. He urged a return to healthier, more natural, Germanic beliefs. 
Much more unequivocally than Marr, he saw a cosmic evil in an unchanging, 
destructive Jewish race. 

The popularity of Engels’s Anti-Dithring derived not so much from its attack 
on Duhring as from its clear presentation of Marxist ideas, designed to show 
their superiority to those of Duhring. Engels certainly did not stress the 
Judeo-Christian foundations of socialism, yet it is possible to see in this work 
the influence of a central myth of the socialists that had much in common 
with Christianity: That is, their vision was of a future society of fraternity and 
solidarity; all peoples and races, Jews and Gentiles, German and French, would 
live in harmony and mutual sympathy. This universalism and the socialist con- 
cern for the poor and downtrodden was fundamentally different from 
Duthring’s contempt for the Judeo-Christian “slave mentality” and his rejec- 
tion of race mixing. 

Socialists attacked not only racism but what they saw as related beliefs: mili- 
tarism, nationalism, traditional religion, and local or ethnic particularism. All 
were illusions, and they were used by the ruling orders, and their servants, the 
priests and rabbis, to keep the people ignorant, obedient, and hosule to one 
another. Marx’s famous phrase “religion is the opiate of the masses” epito- 
mized the socialist position. For many, socialism served as a replacement for 
religion, supplying emotional, moral, and intellectual satisfaction as well as a 
new set of holidays, rituals, and heroes. It offered a cause or an ideal that tran- 
scended individual desires and tastes. 

Socialist opposition to anti-Semitism did not entail sympathy for Jewish reli- 
gion, nationalism, or ethnic particularism, each of which were viewed as divi- 
sive, as hostile to human solidarity. Judaism was, indeed, particularly guilty in 
the eyes of many socialists: As heirs to Enlightened paganism, they rejected the 
Jewish sense of enduring specialness, what socialists considered the stubbornly 
irrational attachment of Jews to absurd rituals and taboos. More to the point, 
socialists frowned at what they believed to be the refusal of Jews to accept 
equal membership in humanitas, the human family. 

However, since Judaism was weak and persecuted, whereas organized Chris- 
tianity was powerful and oppressive, it was the latter that elicited more plent- 
ful denunciations from socialists, especially in western Europe. In eastern 
Europe, on the other hand, where rabbis exercised a potent authority over tra- 
ditional Jewish communities, socialists — often themselves of Jewish origin - 
more typically expressed bitter denunciations of the role of organized Jewish 
religion. 

Nineteenth-century socialist leaders identified with the cultural refinements 
of the Enlightenment, with Bildung. A central element of their sense of mis- 
sion was not only to free the masses from poverty and exploitation but to make 
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of them cultured, intellectually self-reliant citizens, people able to appreciate 
the higher products of western civilization. Anti-Semitism represented to such 
socialists much that was ugly, mean, and unrefined. The style of anti-Semitic 
leaders was typically vulgar and uncivilized; their moral tone was of the gutter, 
their hatred atavistic. 

This distaste for the debased moral tone of anti-Semitism was of course not 
unique to the socialists; leading spokesmen of liberalism expressed similar 
concerns about it, as did indeed a number of conservatives. But by the early 
twentieth century the socialists proved to be more consistent and unshakable 
defenders than the liberals themselves of many values that have been vaguely 
termed liberal (free and reasoned discourse, toleration, defense of civil liber- 
ties, international harmony). Historians have often remarked that the social- 
ists, after the turn of the century, tended to move away from revolutionary 
rhetoric to more moderate and reformist positions, tacitly taking up many of 
the causes that liberals, themselves concurrently moving to the mght, were no 
longer willing to defend so energetically (including free trade, which socialists 
saw as providing cheaper food for the working class, whereas tariffs protected 
large landowners and privileged industries). More to the point, liberals and 
conservatives, especially the latter, were at times tempted to try to gain political 
advantage from anti-Semitism. Socialists prided themselves in rejecting such 
low temptations. 


Marxian Socialism and the Jews 


Karl Marx (1818-1883), the most influential socialist theoretician of the 
nineteenth century, was, as Engels noted, himself of “pure” Jewish origin. His 
father, Herschel, was a convert to Christianity, but like so many Jewish converts 
of the early nineteenth century, Marx’s father apparently accepted Christianity 
more for practical reasons than heart-felt conviction. Herschel (or Heinrich, 
to use the Christian name he assumed) was at any rate indifferent to tradi- 
tional Judaic ritual and belief. Again, like many Jews of his tme and place, he 
had enthusiastically embraced the values of the Enlightenment; he was a per- 
fect example of the kind of Jew who was enamored with German Bildung. 
When, after Napoleon’s fall, he found himself obliged to embrace Christianity 
formally in order to retain his position in the Prussian judiciary, Herschel- 
Heinrich took the step with little apparent difficulty. 

Young Karl, growing up in the 1830s, was therefore not raised as a Jew, cer- 
tainly not in the sense of having a traditional Jewish education, although inter- 
estingly his mother refused for some time to join his father in formally con- 
verting. Marx attended a German-Gentile school under Prussian auspices, 
which at that ume entailed a large exposure to Christianity as well as to the 
Graeco-Roman classics. He established few if any contacts with the Jewish 
comniunity of the town in which he grew up, that ts, Trier, along the Moselle 
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river. Young Marx moved in Gentile circles, married a Gentile, and did not 
raise his children as Jews (although interestingly they, in their adult lives, 
retained or regained a sense of Jewish identity, even though they, too, did not 
marry Jews and were not Jews by Jewish law, which their father was).9 

Marx’s mature theory emphasized the malleability of the human personal- 
ity, its historical permutations under the influence of economic development 
and social class. He did not accept inherent or unchangeable human cate- 
gories, beyond a basic human nature, or “species being” (Gattungswesen). How- 
ever, Marx's own attitudes to Jews and Judaism present the student of his 
thought with some apparently flagrant contradictions. His letters to Engels 
contain stunningly vicious remarks about Jews, Slavs, and blacks. To make 
sense of these and other writings is no easy task, and not surprisingly scholars 
remain divided concerning their meaning. Some lament that Marx has been 
“so frequently and unjustly accused of ant-Semitism,” while others consider 
him to have been a closet racist. 

One of Marx’s earliest essays (18.44) was entited “On the Jewish Question.” 
In a manner typical of the Hegelians with whom he was associated at the time, 
he reveled in paradox, allusiveness, and arcane wordplay. He built elaborate 
logical and verbal structures based on doubtful axioms, arbitrary definitions, 
and nebulous abstractions. It is remarkable how much attention has been 
given to his crabbed, often hugely obscure first essays, which for many years 
remained mostly unread. However, “On the Jewish Question” was fairly often 
cited, both by socialists and ant-Semites in the late nineteenth century, and 
certain of its underlying ideas seem to have exercised some influence. A large 
problem remains — in this as in so much else of Marx’s writings, early or late — 
in deciding “what Marx really meant.” 

Much of the essay seems simply to borrow from standard anti-Semitic fare: 
Judaism and capitalism are described as basically the same. The Jew of Marx’s 
essay worships money, as does the capitalist. Marx argues that the Jew will have 
to cast off his “Jewishness” — that is, his mean and grasping ways — in order to 
become fully human. That development will be possible only with a total reor- 
ganization of society and the end of capitalism/Judaism. 

But this essay is mild and abstract compared with what is to be found in a 
few of Marx’s later writings, and these later statements force one to doubt the 
argument put forth by some apologists for Marx that the impression of anti- 
Semitic sentiment in this early essay is an incorrect or superficial one or that 
the more mature Marx disassociated himself from such expressions. 
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Marx was a man of fierce’ personal antipathies, and he came to bear a par- 
ticular grudge against Ferdinand Lassajle, the charismatic leader of the bud- 
ding socialist movement in Germany in the early 1860s. Lassalle was himself of 
Jewish origin, and Marx called him “the Jewish nigger,” “the little kike,” and 
“the water-Pollack Jew.” Marx wrote, 


It is clear to me that, as both the shape of his head and his hair texture shows, he 
descends from the Negroes who joined Moses’s flight from Egypt (unless his 
mother or grandmother on the paternal side hybridized with a nigger). Now, this 
combination of Germanness and Jewishness with a primarily Negro substance cre 
ates a strange product. The pushiness of the fellow is also nigger-like.!! 


Marx, in a way that was typical of German Jews of the time, harbored a tow- 
ering contempt for eastern European Jews. He delighted in mocking the Yid- 
dish accent and complained that the Osttuden were “reproducing like lice.” 
He commented that eastern Jews have not only dirty and smelly bodies but 
black souls, agreeing with Engels that Jews from Poland were “the dirtiest of all 
races.”!2 

Marx consented to read a work of Lassalle, but only “if it doesn’t smell of 
garlic.” Engels, too, termed Lassalle a “greasy Jew,” and he dismissed another 
Jewish acquaintance as “a real little Yid.”!3 Lassalle’s own writings are filled 
with similar remarks. In a celebrated quip — his sense of humor was certainly 
lighter than Marx’s — he noted, “There are two classes of men I hate: journal- 
ists and Jews. Unfortunately, I belong to both.”!4 

But Lassalle personally encountered little anti-Semitism among the Ger- 
man working masses. They were, on the contrary, inclined to idolize him. 
They never called him “king,” as Bockel’s followers called him twenty years 
later, but much of the adulation that workers showered on Lassalle resembled 
that of the peasants for Bockel. Even the Junker elite, with whom Lassalle 
occasionally hobnobbed, often treated him respectfully. Bismarck described 
hin as one of the most intelligent men he had ever met, an impressive tribute 
in light of Bismarck’s notorious hatred for socialists. It was Lassalle’s fellow 
socialist and Jew, Marx, who, more than anyone else, seemed to hate him for 
being a Jew. 

In attempting to gain some sense of balance and perspective in evaluating 
Marx’s outbursts, one needs to remember that racist language of a sort that is 
wholly taboo in respectable circles today was fairly widespread in the nine- 
teenth century, even on the part of people not usually considered to be racists. 
It is also difficult to sense accurately the emotional connotations in the mid- 
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nineteenth century of words like “kike” and “nigger.” Today they stun, but it is 
a fair guess that Jews of the 1860s and 1870s, when these above remarks were 
made, might have been more offended by “water-Pollack Jew” than by “kike.” 
The first term has retained scarcely any emotional connotation or even any 
meaning today (it referred to an impoverished class of Jews in Poland, roughly 
like “cotton-picker”); “kike” was still a new word, thus still picking up some up 
of its present emotional power and was apparently often used in a casual way 
simply to refer to an uncultured or unpleasant Jew. 

We must also keep in mind that these were private remarks, not intended 
for public consumption. Many were uttered when Marx and Engels were 
young, brash, or suffering from frustrations (among them intense jealousy of 
Lassalle and a belief that he was stealing Marx’s ideas). Marx’s public state- 
ments, especially his more mature ones, rarely if ever contained such scur- 
rilously anti-Semitic language. On the contrary, he publicly opposed racism 
and ridiculed anti-Semites. He was himself attacked by anti-Semites, and his 
theories were denounced as typical products of the Jewish mind. 

The tone of much of Marx’s correspondence with Engels is indeed peculiar - 
familiar and swaggering; one can almost sense a lowering of the voice, a bar 
room tone, or the tone of adolescents behind the woodshed, telling dirty stories, 
uttering every obscene word they know, followed by giggles. In reading these let- 
ters, one feels at times a voyeur, witness to things that were not meant to be 
heard outside the family, and certainly not to be given general importance. 

Revealingly, Marx’s comments about members of his own family in his let- 
ters were not so very different from things he said about Lassalle and others. 
For example, Marx’s daughter, Laura, married Paul Lafargue, who was of 
African, Indian, and French ancestry. Marx and the rest of the Marx family 
joked about the marriage in their letters. Marx was by all accounts a devoted 
and loving father, adored by his children, but he referred to Lafargue as “the 
gorilla” and observed that one of his daughters was helping solve “the color 
question by marrying a nigger.” His daughter Jenny spoke of her sister’s pro- 
ducing “ten little nigger boys.”!5 That Marx’s family and close friends referred 
to him, because of his dark complexion, as “the Moor” also suggests that his 
own ostensibly racist comments about blacks were not necessarily what they 
seem to later observers. 

Sull, it is difficult to deny that a strain of something akin to mean-spirited 
racism and anti-Semitism was to be found in Marx, even if inconsistent with his 
thought and action in other regards. This is true even taking into account 
Marx’s pronounced distaste for the histrionics that often surrounded the Jew- 
ish question. He rarely expressed sympathy for Jews suffering from oppression. 
Particularly remarkable and revealing is how rarely he referred to his own Jew- 
ish ancestry. Such was true even when many of his opponents emphasized it, 
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and when it would thus have been natural to respond.'® He could be classed as 
a near opposite in this regard of his contemporary Disraeli; Marx took little 
pride in his Jewishness. He must be considered a prime candidate for that 
problematic category, along with Lassalle and Heine, of the self-hating Jew.!’ 


French Socialism and the Jews 


Pierre-Joseph Proudhon (1809-1865) expressed a much more consis- 
tent and unambiguous hostility to Jews and Judaism. His socialist theories, 
more than Marx’s, reflect the conflict within socialism between the attractions 
of modern freedom and premodern security, between atomisuc liberalism and 
corporatist conservatism. Of rustic, petty-bourgeois background himself, 
Proudhon attacked Jews not only as typical representatives of a detestable 
modern capitalism but also as the supporters of the modern, bureaucratic cen- 
tralized state. Proudhon’s influence as a theoretician of socialism was less 
important than Marx’s, especially in the long run (the two became bitter 
antagonists, with Marx as the generally recognized victor), but nevertheless his 
writings were widely read and appreciated, especially in southern and eastern 
Europe, in the areas that were less industrialized and more inclined to anar- 
chism than to action through political parties or trade unions. 

Proudhon’s influence extended beyond the ranks of organized socialism. 
Tolstoy admired his writings; War and Peace was a title borrowed from Proud- 
hon. But Proudhon was a simpler, less disciplined thinker than Marx, whereas 
his hatred of Jews was much more than a private and contradictory quirk. 
Anti-Jewish statements pervade his writing, early and late, private and public. 
Much of what Proudhon wrote of Jews, while making points that were antireli- 
gious and violently anticlerical, betrayed certain traditional religious perspec- 
tives, mixed with the newer pseudo-scientific racial vocabulary of the day. 


The Jew is by temperament unproductive, neither agriculturist nor industrialist, 


not even a genuine trader. He ts. . . always fraudulent and parasitic, in business as 
in philosophy. . . . He is the evil element, Satan, Ahriman, incarnated in the race 
of Shem.!8 


The list of Proudhon’s hatreds and phobias is long and revealing. Not only 
Jews but also Protestants and nearly all foreigners were subjects of his vitupera- 
tion. Women were, he believed, only half-formed human beings, and their 
efforts to achieve equality with men could result only in the collapse of civi- 
lized life.!9 His writings predate by several decades those of the German anti- 
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Semites discussed in the previous chapter, but he shared with them a fear of 
Jews, as distinguished from a condescension or contempt for them; Jews were, 
he beheved, destroying all that he cherished. 

While Marx’s writings, especially his early ones, are often crabbed and 
obscure, Proudhon’s are impossibly sprawling and poorly integrated. The tone 
of both men, however, was similar: cocksure and mean-spirited in a way that 
stuns the modern reader. Proudhon’s private thoughts, even more than those 
of Marx, are shocking in their omnipresent hatred: 


The Jews, unsociable, stubborn, infernal. . . . First authors of the malicious super- 
sution called Catholicism. ... Make a provision against that race — which poisons 
everything by butting in everywhere without ever merging with any people - to 
demand its expulsion from France, except for individuals married to French- 
women. Abolish the synagogues. . . . The Jew is the enemy of mankind. That race 
must be sent back to Asia or exterminated.?° 


The seminal French socialist theoreticians of the early nineteenth century 
were also often hostile to Jews. The works of Charles Founer (1772-1839), for 
example, are filled with fulminations against merchants and bankers — not 
only Jews, but he considered the usury of Jews more dangerous, their egoism 
and lack of concern for the rest of society more extreme than was the case 
with non-Jews. The separatism and unsociability of Jews deeply offended 
Fourier, especially their unwillingness to eat with non-Jews, since the delights 
of human society, among them the pleasures of the table, were integral to 
Fourier’s socialist utopia.?! 

Yet, many other French socialists, especially by midcentury, such as Cabet, 
Blanc, Pecqueur, and Blanqui, were either litthe concerned with Jews or not 
notably anti-Semitic. Such being the case, one must again doubt the alleged 
potency of the Enlightened anti-Semitic tradition. Jews numbered promi- 
nently among the followers of Saint-Simon (1760-1832) to such a degree that 
Saint-Simonism was considered more or less a Jewish sect. However, it can eas- 
ily be questioned whether Saint-Simonism, especially in the forms it assumed 
that were most attractive to Jews, was really a form of socialism. It would better 
be termed “technocratic modernism,” for it glorified the emerging world of 
modern industrialism and sought to enthrone bankers and financiers, along 
with scientists and artists, at the head of society in the name of the general wel- 
fare rather than the profit motive. Saint-Simonians by midcentury were known 
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as successful entrepreneurs — mostly Jews in fact — and counselors of the rich 
and powerful, not as leaders of the oppressed masses.*? That Jewish visibility as 
allies of a capitalist elite no doubt further prompted some on the left to har- 
bor negative attitudes to Jews. 


Jewish Attitudes to Socialism 


The attitudes of Jews themselves to socialism in the nineteenth century 
varied sharply from east to west, roughly corresponding to the different social 
structures of Jews in the two areas. In such countries as Great Britain, France, 
Germany, and Holland, Jews by the second half of the century were over- 
whelmingly bourgeois and liberal. With the rise of a strong socialist workers’ 
movement in the last decades of the century, western Jews were mostly hostile 
to socialism. The situation in eastern Europe was more favorable to the devel- 
opment of a socialist consciousness among Jews. The material poverty of east- 
ern European Jews and their sense of persecution by tsarist authorities also 
increased the attractions of violent revolutionary activity. The premodern 
shtetl communities gave even greater emphasis to mutual interdependence 
and group responsibility than did Gentile peasant communities. The emphasis 
on tsedaka (justice—charity), on care for the unfortunate, found special mean- 
ing in an environment of pervasive misfortune. Once the traditional shtetl 
communities began to break up in the late nineteenth century, large numbers 
of Jews from them found in socialism a satisfying modern, secular substitute 
for the communitarian and charitable values with which they had been 
brought up. Such seems to have been particularly the case for those many east- 
ern Jews who found no adequate outlet for their energies and talents in nor- 
mal middle-class activities, such as the law, medicine, and government service. 

Historians of Russia have often commented that the experience of the tra- 
ditional or premodern rural commune (obshchina) and communal workshop 
(artel) in Russia in the Gentile lower orders made them more open to the 
ideas of socialism than was the case for the lower orders in most western 
countries. The overall environment in Russia was thus favorable to socialist 
ideas, but the enthusiasm of Jews in eastern Europe for socialism, particularly 
their acceptance and understanding of it on a theoretical level, generally 
exceeded that of non-Jews. The specifically Jewish Yiddish-speaking socialist 
movement in Russia, the Bund, or Arbeterbund (workers union), became one 
of the more remarkable in the history of socialism.2° Jews in the Russian 
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Empire came to play a prominent role as leaders and theoreticians even in 
those socialist movements that were composed in their overwhelming major- 
ity of non-Jews. And even in western Europe, Jews came to assume a leader- 
ship role in socialist movements that was entirely disproportionate to the Jew- 
ish percentage of the population. 

Undoubtedly, one of the many reasons that a significant minority of Jews in 
western Europe were attracted to the rapidly growing socialist parties in the 
last decades of the nineteenth century was their sense that socialism was a 
solidly humanitarian and universalistic movement, opposed to anti-Semitism. 
Liberals and liberal movements, on the other hand, proved at times faint- 
hearted on the issue of defending Jewish rights and were declining in popular 
support and overall political influence. 

Far and away the most important socialist movement in Europe was that in 
Germany. It was approximately ten times as large as the French socialist move- 
ment, which held second place. And more than any other German party, the 
Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands (Social Democratic Party of Germany, 
SPD) fought the anti-Semitic Berlin Movement of the 1880s. By the turn of 
the century, when the educated and propertied upper-middle class had begun 
to weaken in its earlier commitments to liberal principles of toleration and 
respect for minority rights, it was the SPD that became the most consistent 
defender of those principles. As noted, rank-and-file workers appeared little 
attracted to the blandishments of Stoecker and other demagogues, while their 
loyalty to the many Jewish leaders of the Social Democratic Party did not sig- 
nificantly waver. 

However, the great majority of German Jews in the late nineteenth century 
certainly did not abandon liberalism for socialism. Most of them remained 
bourgeois in class identity, and that identity, deeply attached as it was to pni- 
vate ownership of property, a cultured bearing, and social respectability, 
counted more heavily than anything that socialism had to offer. By the turn of 
the century, economic trends may have pushed a small number of young Ger- 
man Jews in the direction of socialist activity. A new and numerous generation 
of Jewish lawyers, journalists, and other professionals began to enter a tight 
job market. Even under ideal conditions of toleration and receptivity to their 
talents, they would have found that Germany’s economic and social structures 
could not have absorbed all of them. Needless to say, conditions were not 
ideal; young Jewish professionals faced rising social and political prejudice, 
resistance in many areas to what was perceived as a Jewish “invasion,” and what 
was undeniably a rise in the numbers of young Jews looking for white-collar 
and professional employment. 

A small number of such aspiring young Jewish professionals found that the 
expanding structures of the SPD and its associated organizations offered them 
employment consistent with their training. Meshed with these practical con- 
siderations were others, probably more important: The social-democratic 
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movement extended opportunities to idealistic Jews alienated from both their 
own Jewish milieu and from respectable, bourgeois society as a whole. The 
social-democratic movement was strongest in Germany’s large cities, where 
the Jewish population was also concentrated, and thus contact between Jew 
and urban worker was facilitated. The small towns and rural villages, where 
the SPD had few members, also counted small Jewish populations or had no 
Jews at all. Even Jewish capitalists and merchants in the urban industrial cen- 
ters could in some instances present themselves as relatively friendly to work- 
ers. Jewish large-scale retail outlets in food and clothing, for example, offered 
lower prices to the urban lower classes (while at the same time angering small- 
scale retailers, who resented the “unfair” competition). 

Jews in the SPD were accepted as comrades for obvious reasons, the same 
reasons that Jews themselves joined the movement: Socialists believed in 
human solidarity across religious and racial lines. That acceptance had other, 
less obvious foundations as well. One might say that ordinary workers not only 
accepted but even gratefully accepted Jews, since the Jews who joined the 
party were an energetic and talented lot who forcefully defended the workers’ 
cause and who added much in terms of intellectual luster to a movement of 
unschooled manual laborers. The theoretical sophistication of the SPD, a 
source of international prestige and of pride to its rank-and-file members, was 
to an important degree attributable to Jewish theorists. 

The SPD’s most influential theorist, Kar] Kautsky, was widely believed to be 
a Jew, a false perception enhanced by the fact that he had married a Jew and 
had a number of friends who were of Jewish origin. Party representatives, who 
had to be verbally nimble, capable of holding their own in debates with bour- 
geois intellectuals, were often university-educated Jews. In 1912 eleven out of 
the twelve Jews who were SPD deputies to the Reichstag had university educa- 
tions, which was true of only twelve of the remaining ninety-eight non-Jewish 
SPD deputies.*+ The task of bringing enlightenment and Bildung to the 
masses was also frequently in the hands of Jewish social democrats. One of the 
more ambitious projects of the SPD, adult-education evening classes, was 
directed by the Jew Rosa Luxemburg, who was also prominent in other party 
activities.?5 

The luster brought to the party by this Jewish minority was more than intel- 
lectual or cultural; it was also “moral.” There may have been some grumbling 
that Jews joined the party for careerist rather than idealist reasons, but for the 
most part the bourgeois origin of Jews in the party was a cause for openly 
expressed satisfaction, a sign of the moral superiority of the socialist move- 
ment in a rigidly hierarchical society and a state that treated manual laborers 
disdainfully — and socialists as pariahs. These bourgeois Jews had voluntarily 
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abandoned their class in favor of the working class, although “abandoned” 
may be too strong a word, since bourgeois Jews typically continued to live in 
bourgeois material comfort and to perform tasks, as journalists or parliamen- 
tary deputies for the workers’ movement, that were consistent with a bour- 
geois lifestyle. Workers recognized that Jews who openly identified with the 
social-democratic movement subjected themselves to hatred and social exclu- 
sion by their own Jewish fellow citizens, to say nothing of an even more perva- 
sive or unyielding rejection by respectable Gentile society. 

Such Jews became a valuable symbol of the moral superiority of the workers’ 
movement, a matter of particularly great importance by the end of the century 
when Germany’s educated classes seemed to be moving in the direction of 
brash militarism and tribalistic racism. Many Jews in Germany had distanced 
themselves from Judaism because they disliked what appeared to them as its 
backward and tribalistic tendencies; the world of the German nation seemed a 
broader, more cultivated and tolerant one. When such Jews then found that 
growing numbers of Germans were behaving im tribalistic ways, the attractions 
of a cosmopolitan faith like socialism became all the stronger, especially for a 
younger generation of Jews who were intent on disassociating themselves from 
the philistinism and self-satisfaction of their fathers’ generation. 

The extent to which Jewish religious identity of a more positive sort con- 
tributed to the remarkable predilection of a small but influential minority of 
Jews in western Europe for socialism, and later for communism, cannot be 
confidently estimated. But even among the most completely assimilated Jews 
in western Europe there were those who retained certain values or psychologi- 
cal traits that may be connected with Jewish tradition, “embodied by the Jew 
who does not feel comfortable unless the prophet’s cloak is warming his shoul- 
ders, the living communicant of Judaism’s greatest contribution to Western 
civilization.”26 The Jewish author Isaac Deutscher suggestively entitled the 
opening volume of his biographical trilogy of Leon Trotsky, modern history's 
most famous Jewish revolutionary, The Prophet Armed. 


Social-Democratic Attitudes to Jews 


Paul Singer, so admired by Engels and Bernstein, was not only a Jew but 
also a highly successful manufacturer — a capitalist; but it would be hard to 
imagine a man more beloved by the Berlin working masses, and their devo- 
tion to him was unmistakably wrapped up with their perception of him as a 
Jew. Attacks on him by anti-Semites seemed merely to increase the admiring 
ardor of the social—-democratic masses for him. A Jewish observer at one of 
Singer’s speeches in the 1880s, at the time of the Berlin Movement, described 
how the workers chanted, 
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“Jew Paul! Jew Paul!. .. Bravo Jew Paul!”. .. Like a fire [the phrase] swept through 
the hall. Soon it swelled to a storm. The phrase was born completely out of the 
idiom of Berlin labor. At other occasions, it would simply have been a way of 
addressing a colleague of Jewish faith, with a playful characterization of his differ- 
ence, without a trace of unfriendliness. Here, too, the epithet was meant without 
any mischief; it was nothing but an expression of great intimacy. Everyone under- 
stood this. .. . The workers would not calm down. They swarmed over the platform 
and carried Singer down . . . into the streets.?7 


Wilhelm Liebknecht, a revered non-Jewish leader and founding father of 
the SPD, revealingly observed in 1893, “we find that their humiliating situation 
has cultivated, in stronger and nobler Jewish individuals, a sense of freedom 
and justice, and fostered a revolutionary spirit. There is, in proportion to their 
numbers, a far greater stock of idealism among Jews than among non-Jews.”?5 
Kautsky remarked that the Jews “have given to the world more great thinkers 
... perhaps than any other nation, in proportion to their numbers.” He lauded 
the Jews’ “splendid power of abstraction and keen critical intellect.”*9 

August Bebel, the cunning and forceful leader of the SPD unt the eve of 
World War I, similarly often expressed admiring words for the Jews. Thus, the 
three men who could be classed as the three most influential leaders of the 
party, Bebel, Kautsky, and Wilhelm Liebknecht, were all friendly to Jews and 
opposed to anti-Semitism. (That all three leaders were non-Jews is worth not- 
ing: After Lassalle’s death in 1864, Jews did not occupy many of the very high- 
est positions in the party, in spite of a large Jewish presence in leadership posi- 
tions of second rank; they were rare as leaders of whatever rank in the 
social-democratic trade union movement.) If one searches diligently enough 
in the middle and lower levels of the party, it is possible to find spotty evidence 
of mildly anti-Semitic incidents, at a time when they were commonplace in 
other parties and in society as a whole, but the party leaders usually disciplined 
sternly any such divergence from the official party position. 

On the other hand, evidence of what would today be called anti-Semitism 
but that might better be termed insensitivity to Jewish feelings, or poor taste in 
reference to Jews, is plentiful. Jewish physical appearance was often slightingly 
or humorously mentioned in the party press and at party congresses. The Jew- 
ish nose was always good for a laugh, and Bebel, in his public speeches, 
showed a special taste for humor of that quality, shared by his working-class 
audiences.*? Jews in the party seem to have made such jokes as often as non- 
Jews. The historian Peter Gay, referring to German Jews generally, not just 
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those in the social—-democratic movement, has remarked that “both the jokes 
and the caricatures, indeed, seem to have amused its targets as much as its 
retailers.”3' A consensus apparently existed in Germany at the time that 
“Aryans” were physically more attractive than “Semites” (both terms, signifi- 
cantly, gained some currency in social—democratic circles). Phrases such as “he 
was of impeccable Aryan appearance” or “he was a handsome man, with little 
trace of his Semitic origin,” were dropped by non-Jews and Jews alike. 

Jokes about Jewish physical appearance seem to have been accepted much 
in the same temper as one might today joke about the red hair of the [rish or 
the blue eyes of the Swedes. As in so many other spheres, it is often intent 
rather than content that makes the difference, and for the most part hostility 
was apparently neither intended nor perceived in these phrases. Such remarks 
hold even for the not infrequent references by party leaders to Jews as pushy 
and lacking in manners, Jews as unscrupulous businessmen, or Jews as people 
who avoid honest physical labor. In addition to the admiring words that Bebel 
had for Jews, he also spoke of their “loud and brash character” (vorlautes oder 
uberlautes Wesen), their “desire to stand out and to push ahead,” their “ostenta- 
tion and vanity,” and “lack of tact.”S? 

Social democrats implicitly accepted the existence of a Jewish race and 
even, in an unsystematic way, did not question that Semites naturally had cer- 
tain unpleasant traits. Bebel described these characteristics as “partly in-born” 
[eingeborene] and partly due to environmental influences, which, interestingly, 
he presented in vaguely social Darwinistuc language.*8 Sull, the tone of 
remarks by social democrats was distinctly different from that of the anti-Sem- 
ites of the day. Jewish or Semitic virtues and vices were considered together, 
without particular heat or polemical edge, in the context of an underlying 
assumption that environment was more fundamental than race and that Jews 
and Gentiles could live in harmony, especially once socialism had triumphed. 
If it is accepted that anu-Semitism as a significant problem exists when power- 
ful emotional needs are satisfied through negative imagery that blinds one to 
reality, then these remarks were not significantly ant-Semitc. 

It would be too easy, however, to leave the matter at that, for when all 
allowances are made for context, nuance, and intent, one cannot ignore a 
more alarming undertone to some of the joking that went on. Jewish socialists 
were often cruelly hard on other Jews, harder than they were on other reli- 
gious and ethnic groups. And that cruel harshness connected with a range of 
negative feelings about Jews and Jewishness, with an implicit conviction that it 
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would be better if many Jewish traits would disappear, if not Jews themselves. 
No doubt few if any Jews had satisfactorily sorted out these ineffably complex 
feelings, and Gentiles seem rarely even to have made much of an effort in that 
direction. Some merely spoke of the necessity of eradicating Jewish “ghetto” 
traits — such as servility, deviousness, clannishness, and fearfulness — without 
explicitly denying some worth to a larger or broader sense of Jewishness. Oth- 
ers seemed to feel aversion for nearly everything that might be identified as 
Jewish. Such confused or inchoate feelings colored the positions taken by Jew- 
ish socialists concerning a wide range of key issues. 


Socialist Interpretations of Anti-Semitism 


Once the Berlin Movement had proved itself unable to attract a signif- 
cant mass following, the social radicalism of other anti-Semites, in particular 
the “Peasant King,” Bockel, posed revealing difficulties for social—-democratic 
theorists. If anti-Semites merely functioned as a front for conservative inter- 
ests, as many social-democratic theorists maintained, how could one explain 
the attacks on the Junkers and the capitalists by a number of the anti-Semites 
of the late 1880s and 1890s? Bockel, in a statement that was given much pub- 
licity in the social-democratic press, seemed to be reconsidering the blame he 
laid on the Jews for the problems of his peasant followers, shifting it instead to 
the capitalist system, a position, it will be recalled, that Marr, too, finally 
embraced. 

Similar theoretical problems arose in attempting to explain anti-Semitic 
feelings against poor Jews. Marxist theory viewed hatred of Jews as deriving 
fundamentally from economic factors; Jews were hated by the lower orders as 
exploiters or by the Mittelstand as competitors. How, then, to explain the mur- 
derous hatred directed at Jews who were themselves poor and exploited, as 
many certainly were, especially in Russia and in Austrian Galicia? What was the 
explanation for the barbaric attacks made on the most miserable of Jewish 
proletarians following the assassination of the tsar in 1881? German 
social-democratic theorists grappled only feebly with these apparently large 
inadequacies of Marxist theory. They would come back to haunt socialists in 
the years that followed. 

By the 1890s theoreticians in the SPD, and in other socialist parties as well, 
arrived at the firm conclusion that anti-Semitism was no threat to the workers’ 
movement. On the contrary, those theoreticians maintained that the new 
political anti-Semites often did valuable work, since they awakened the more 
backward and traditionalist elements of the population to the evils of capital- 
ism and, more importantly, to an awareness that those evils could be remedied 
by political action. Peasants, who at first thought of their economic plight as 
sunply in the nature of things, like floods or drought, and who did not readily 
oppose established authority, were encouraged by anti-Semitic agitation to 
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assume a more activist stance. Moreover, before long, so Marxist theoreticians 
reasoned, peasants would come to see that blaming the Jews was both super fi- 
cial and unfair. Then those peasants would recognize their real enemies. It was 
not only socialists who reasoned in that way; many liberals and conservatives in 
Germany feared Bockel and his ilk precisely because he was “awakening” the 
peasants against the market economy and the unequal distribution of land. 

Thus socialists arrived at a position that m retrospect seems both blindly 
doctrinaire and harmful: They described anti-Semitic agitation as “a source of 
sausfaction,” since it was awakening the masses, doing the work of the social 
democrats among elements of the population that so far had been stubbornly 
resistant to socialist propaganda. The earlier sense of urgency and moral 
indignation in opposing the Berlin Movement subsided, and a more charac- 
teristic tone of confident derision came to the fore, one that meshed mto the 
confident expectation by Marxists that capitalist development would ulti- 
mately bring socialist revolution. Time and again, socialists dismissed the ant- 
Semitic movement as “a bundle of contradictions” or “the socialism of fools” 
(Sozialismus der dummen Kerls). Political anti-Semitism had no future, they con- 
cluded, since it represented a hodgepodge, the incompatible interests of the 
Junkers, frightened liberals, Mittelstand, and peasantry. Many socialist leaders 
urged the party to direct its attentions to more important, more pressing prob- 
lems; this one would take care of itself. 

One can detect here traces of what would later be called the “worse-is-better 
syndrome” that emerged from Marxist theory. Marx’s prediction of proletar- 
ian “immiseration” (Verelendung), for example, meant that growing misery for 
the working class was necessary — again, in some paradoxical sense a source of 
satisfaction — to provoke the revolution. The French Marxist leader Jules 
Guesde described the “corrosive influence” of Jewish finance as “good” 
because it was helping to destroy the French peasantry and petty bourgeoisie, 
both of which had to be undermined before socialism could triumph.*4 

Behind these theoretical ratiocinations lay factors of a more practical and 
opportunist nature. In most continental countries, certainly in Germany, 
France, and Austria, socialists viewed the liberal parties as their main enemies. 
The liberals represented the capitalist party, the party of the bourgeoisie, the 
party that in Germany had supported Bismarck’s Anti-Socialist Laws. At the 
same time, liberals, especially left-liberals, posed to socialists the most serious 
immediate competition for the allegiance of the lower orders. Time and again 
Kautsky emphasized how supremely important it was for Marxists to instill in 
the minds of their working-class followers the crucial differences between lib- 
eralism and socialism, since workers might easily be fooled into accepting hb- 
eral ideas or liberal political leaclership. 

In this sense, too, the rise of political anu-Semitism could be welcomed by 
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observers like Kautsky; it could be considered a cause for satisfaction, since it 
so disrupted the ranks of the liberal enemy. It appealed to those classes that 
liberals hoped to win over to their worldview and to vote for liberal programs. 
Peasants who once supported liberal candidates in Germany often turned to 
anti-Semites.* In Austria the rise of Karl Lueger’s Christian Social Party pro- 
foundly undermined the already weakened forces of Austrian liberalism, and 
in Austria the newly formed social-democratic party naturally took satisfaction 
in that weakening. 

There was an intriguing twist to the Austrian situation: Among the most 
aggressive and articulate antisocialists were Jews. Jewish liberals typically 
branded all antiliberalism as anti-Semitic in inspiration and thus lumped 
antiliberals of a Marxist persuasion with antliberals of a Christian-social per- 
suasion. There was more than simple opportunism in this stance, for it was a 
sometimes subtle matter, in a country such as Austria-Hungary, where Jews 
and liberalism were almost synonymous, to distinguish attacks on liberals from 
attacks on Jews. On the other hand, it was all too convenient for Jewish liberals 
to attempt to discredit any attacks on liberal principles and practices as mot- 
vated by racial or religious bigotry. Even in Germany, Marxian socialists and 
anti-Semites were sometimes lumped together by their opponents,*° a ten- 
dency that was in part due to the belief held by the National Liberals that both 
social democrats and anti-Semites were undermining liberal constituencies, 
“overturning the comfortable certainties of local politics.”57 But in Austria the 
assertion that antiliberalism was fueled by anti-Semitism, or indistinguishable 
from it, was much more pervasive and plausible. 

In Austria, however, Jews were very prominent not only in the liberal camp 
but also in the socialist camp, and Jewish socialist leaders, not surprisingly, 
deeply resented being denounced as enemies of the Jews. No doubt because it 
was a family quarrel of a sort, and one within a family that was prone to rhetor- 
ical excess, the war of words between Jewish liberals and Jewish socialists in 
Austria was bitterly abusive. Austrian social democrats often formulated their 
attacks on capitalism in terms of personal attacks on individual capitalists, and 
such attacks did at times seem to verge into anti-Semitism. Jewish social 
democrats in Austria urged their followers not to “discredit themselves” by 
overwrought opposition to the anti-Semites; the social—-democratic movement 
must above all not be perceived as a tool of the Jews. Most Austrian social 
democrats of a Jewish background betrayed a notable lack of enthusiasm for 
public denunciations of anti-Semitism. Their distaste for actively defending 
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Jews — what many of them derisively termed “philo-Semitism” — was more fre- 
quently and caustically expressed; they were usually less willing to attack anti- 
Semites, and more willing to attack Jews, than were Gentile social democrats. 

At the Brussels congress of the Socialist International in 1890 Jewish social- 
ists from the United States presented a resolution that condemned anti-Semi- 
tism as inconsistent with socialist convictions. The most stubborn and articulate 
opposition to that resolution came from Jews, among whom were Paul Singer, 
the popular Berlin Social Democrat, and Friedrich Adter, the leader of the Aus- 
trian Social Democratic Party. Adler had been known to remark that the large 
number of Jews in the Austrian party was a “burden,” one that made it more 
difficult to recruit industrial workers, who were overwhelmingly non-Jewish. 
The resolution that was finally passed, and the one that set the tone for official 
Marxist pronouncements concerning anti-Semitism in following years, empha- 
sized that socialists opposed racism in all forms but added that both “ant- 
Semitic and philo-Semitic agitation . . . [represent] maneuvers by which the 
capitalist class and reactionary governments try to . . . divide the workers.”** 

Those familiar with the subsequent socialist and communist reaction to the 
Nazi movement will see in these prewar judgments and slogans a striking simi- 
larity to the argument made in the 1920s and early 1930s that the Nazi Party 
represented contradictory interests, ones that could never constitute a success- 
ful movement in the long run. Nazism was dismissed as the “death rattle” of 
capitalism — its growth, again, a source of satisfaction. Such attitudes to Hitler’s 
followers proved disastrously mistaken, but the weaknesses of such analyses 
were not really evident before 1914. It was logical enough for the leaders of 
the SPD to conclude that the anti-Semites posed no serious long-range threat, 
since the anti-Semites eventually proved themselves, in measurable political 
terms at least, utter failures. On the other hand, the optimism of the socialists 
concerning their own future, their boast that “tomorrow is ours!” seemed 
wholly justified, since they went from electoral success to success in the gener- 
ation before World War I. Their enemies seemed to worry about that future as 
much as socialists believed in it. 

The success of the SPD was not, however, without some troubling aspects 
from the standpoint of the future of the movement in general and of Jews 
within the party in particular. To look forward for a moment at matters that will 
be central to later chapters, tensions within the party grew, especially after the 
turn of century. As the party and its associated trade unions expanded, they 
became something like a state within the German state, an imposing structure 
of newspapers, insurance funds, workers sporting clubs, offices and archives, 
officers, and functionaries. The aura of idealism and self-sacrifice of the heroic 
1870s and 1880s gave way to a more pragmatic tone, one that shied away 
from revolutionary rhetoric and that concentrated on day-to-day reform. Angry 
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critics on the left of the party denounced these trends as “bureaucratization,” 
“bossism” (Verbonzung), and even “bourgeoisification” (Verburgerlichung). 

The ironies went deeper, for most of these left-wing critics were themselves 
of bourgeois origin and most of those condemned for bourgeoisification or 
bossism were of working-class background. Franz Mehring had early on fretted 
about the mediocrity and cocksure dogmatism of many worker functionaries, 
especially the leaders at the local level, who took on petty bourgeois airs and 
manners once they attained a modicum of upward mobility by becoming party 
bosses. Himself a man of refined aesthetic sensibility and intellectual audacity, 
Mehring at times experienced feelings of despair and even loathing when hav- 
ing to deal with such men. Their penchant for ill-digested phrases and their 
insensitivity to historical heritage and cultural nuance at first drove him away 
from the social-democratic movement.*? 

As Mehring’s presence among the party radicals suggests, the confrontation 
between party bosses and revolutionary activists was not clearly related to 
Christian or Jewish background. The chief theoretician of reformism, or Revi- 
sionism (since it “revised” Marx’s revolutionary theories), was the Jew Eduard 
Bernstein, who eventually found his strongest support among the overwhelm- 
ingly non-Jewish party and trade union bosses. Nevertheless, there were at 
times unmistakable undertones of a Gentile-Jewish conflict in the tensions 
between social-democratic reformists and revolutionaries, since the percent- 
age of Jews among the latter was high — and remarked upon by many. 

Nowhere was this conflict more notable than in the relations of the Jew 
Rosa Luxemburg, a fiery leader of the party’s revolutionary left, and Karl Kaut- 
sky, the recognized leading theoretician of the party. At the turn of the cen- 
tury Kautsky and Luxemburg had worked together in combating the Revision- 
ist heresy, but by the second decade of the new century, Kautsky was pushed to 
second thoughts about Luxemburg. Her ill-disguised sense of superiority and 
her intolerance irked him. He noted that she was “an extremely talented 
woman ... but tact and a feeling of comradeship were completely foreign to 
her.” She in turn found him “heavy, dull, unimaginative, and ponderous.”*° 

These words may be considered an almost archetypal Gentile-Jewish con- 
frontation. Kautsky might as well have said “pushy Jew” and Luxemburg “a goy- 
isher kop.” To be sure, neither of them expressed their differences as ones based 
primarily on Jewish—Gentile differences. They would almost certainly have 
indignantly rejected such an interpretation. Nevertheless, these concerns with 
“tact” and “comradeship” are unmistakably akin to the concerns expressed by 
Marr or Treitschke, as well as many others who were not ant-Semites. 

Most party and trade union functionaries considered Luxemburg a quar- 
relsome outsider, a sharp-tongued, disrespectful, impractical troublemaker — 
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and a foreign, eastern Jew to boot. (She came to the SPD from the Polish rev- 
olutionary movement and retained important contacts with it.) Victor Adler 
considered her a “poisonous bitch,” who was “too clever” (blitzgescheit); she 
lacked in a sense of responsibility and was driven by “a perverse desire for 
self-justification.”*! 

It would be hard to deny that her opinions of them, whether privately or 
openly expressed, were contemptuous and uncomradely. Similarly, many of 
the bureaucrats perceived Luxemburg as a divisive force in the party — yet 
another kind of perception that Jews were destructive, full of negative criti- 
cism. Of course, those bureaucrats would not have put the matter in that fash- 
ion, certainly not in public, nor did it apparently assume major proportions in 
their minds. As irritated as Bebel became with “that wretched female’s squirts 
of poison,” he still affirmed that “IT wouldn’t have the party without her.”#? 

Luxemburg, though perceived as a Jewish presence in the SPD, by no 
means spoke for most of the Jews in it. Indeed, her bitterest battles seem to 
have been with other Jews. The language used against Kautsky and the party 
bosses was mild compared with what she used against Karl Radek, for exam- 
ple. Luxemburg, too, was vulnerable to the charge of self-hatred. She had, in 
the words of her generally admiring biographer, “no time for self-conscious 
Jewishness, either as a pattern of behavior or as basis for personal identity. 
One of the first things to annoy her, chez Kautsky, was the Jewish atmosphere of 
pointless stories and too much food.” 

Non-Jewish radicals in the party were often also abrasive - Mehring, to cite a 
prominent example. But the charge of abrasiveness was more often made 
about Jews. Even such an extremely popular and not particularly radical figure 
as Paul Singer impressed some non-Jewish leaders as overbearing and strident 
in personal contacts. Friedrich Austerlitz, in the Austrian party, was widely rec- 
ognized as a man of refined literary tastes and impressive journalistic talent, yet 
he too repeatedly offended those around him because of the “incredible ruth- 
lessness in his intercourse with his fellows,” his “coarse and even violent” man- 
ners. The French socialists seem to have been particularly put off by the man- 
ners of the central and eastern European socialists of Jewish background. 

One must avoid paying too much attention to these reports. Socialists prided 
themselves in keeping private preferences separate from public or party stances. 
Refined manners and tact were less important in a party of self-consciously ant- 
bourgeois socialists than they were in parties that styled themselves bourgeois or 
aristocratic. The “end of the honeymoon” imagery used previously to describe 
relations between Jews and liberalism does not really apply in the case of Jews 
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and socialism; Jewish and non-Jewish socialists stuck together through thick and 
thin for most of the twentieth century. There was no real end to their honey- 
moon, not at least until well after World War IT (except of course under Stalin 
in the 1930s, but even that was not an open or explicit break). 


Jewish Socialists and Assimilation 


Rosa Luxemburg, like most of the radical revolutionaries in the social- 
democratic movement, stood well within the ranks of the assimilationists. She 
had no sympathy for Jewish nationalism or even for separate Jewish contin- 
gents within the socialist movement. Jews should participate, she believed, in 
the context of the major nationalities, as German, Pole, French, or English. 
Although of eastern European origin, she was nearly as contemptuous of tradi- 
tionalist Osyuden as any German-Jewish bourgeois. 

The issue of nationalism within the socialist movement was a tangled one, 
especially when an effort was made to work out a position consistent with 
international socialist ideals, but it had considerable importance in the rela- 
tions of Jews and non-Jews. Marx and Engels had not written much of impor- 
tance or profundity on the matter. Both were inclined to dismiss the nascent 
nationalities of central and eastern Europe — Slovak, Yugoslav, or Romanian, 
for example — as “historyless” and thus properly absorbed into the superior 
“peoples of culture” (Kulturvolker) around them, which was Luxemburg’s posi- 
tion. It was, moreover, an opinion widely expressed outside of the ranks of the 
socialists. John Stuart Mill expressed a common hiberal position in observing 
that it was much more “beneficial” for a Basque or a Breton to become French 
than to remain a “half-savage relic of past times.” A similar reasoning applied, 
he believed, for someone from Wales or a Scottish Highlander in becoming 
English. French Jacobins were even more intolerant of the idea that region- 
alisms or peasant dialects should be revered or preserved.#¢ 

The first socialist to work out a reasonably systematic treatment of the 
nationality question was Otto Bauer, a leading figure on the left of the Austrian 
party and also of Jewish background. His writings on the subject were both 
broader and deeper than Marx’s and Engels’s. He took into serious considera- 
tion, as they had not, the psychological and social roots of national conscious- 
ness. Bauer also stepped beyond the prevalent socialist position of his day, 
which had defined nationalism in terms of a people’s common language, com- 
mon territory, and diversified economic life. He defined a nation as a “commu- 
nity of character and fate.” Unlike many socialists, he did not foresee the disap- 
pearance of national distinctiveness under socialism. Indeed, he believed that 
as the proletariat began to participate fully in a national culture, an even 
greater variety might result than was the case under bourgeois hegemony.*” 
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Bauer's ideas were not appreciated by those who believed that both the 
“historyless” peoples of eastern Europe and the Jews should identufy them- 
selves with the superior surrounding cultures. The young Josef Stalin, who was 
a nationalities expert among the Bolsheviks at this time, condemned Bauer’s 
ideas of nationalism as “something mystical, intangible, supernatural."48 Lenin 
was concerned that Bauer’s ideas would provide ideological support to the 
Jewish Bund, which had broken away from the Russian Social Democratic 
Workers’ Party. Lenin believed that the Bund’s emphasis on Yiddish language 
and Jewish national culture was divisive and posed a scrious obstacle to the 
progress of the Russian proletariat as a whole. There were many Russian- 
speaking Jews in the Bolshevik Party, and Lenin welcomed them, but he 
warned that Jewish separatism served the interests of “the rabbis and the bour- 
geoisie .. . our encmies.”* 

Even Bauer concluded that Jewish nationalism was not viable — or desirable. 
Zionist aspirations, he believed, could not be considered fundamentally simi- 
lar to the nationalism of other awakening national groups. He believed that if 
the Jewish proletariat (in this case he had primarily the impoverished masses 
in Galicia in mind) became nationalistic, it would merely encourage the 
power-hungry rabbis, with their retrograde perspectives. For Bauer, German 
language and culture represented the realm where Jews could best achieve lib- 
eration and progress. The only culture that Jews could call their own, the Yid- 
dish culture of the Ostjuden, he considered vulgar and unoriginal — irremedi- 
ably inferior. He advised Jewish workers to give up their annoying habits and 
special dress in order to be more easily accepted by Gentile workers, thus 
strengthening proletarian solidarity.5° 

Socialists in the late nineteenth century were a diverse group, but the lack 
of sympathy that most of them felt for Jewish particularism went beyond the 
assertion that Jewish religion had no role, no mission in modern life. Social- 
ists, with the notable and obvious exception of the Jewish Bund, failed to see 
much cultural value even in more secular forms of Jewishness. They were 
inclined to believe that it would be better for all concerned if Judaism, Jews, 
and various associated phenomena simply disappeared, just as Christianity and 
bourgeois nationalism should eventually disappear in a world of reason and 
fraternity. And while they rejected anti-Semitism as well as other ethnic hostili- 
ties, they too would have been puzzled by the assertion that real Jews had 
nothing whatsoever to do with anti-Semitism. 


* Quoted in Wistrich, Socialism, 305. 
49 Thid., 306. 
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=6 
Austna—Hungary: 
Racial Radicalism and 
Schlamperet 


The [Jewish] Viennese press . . . pursued every word 
that anyone dared to utter against the Jews with the 
jealous hatred of their god Jehovah into the fourth 
generation. (Friedrich Austerlitz) 


Christians in Austria are being robbed, dominated, 
and reduced to pariahs by the Jews. (Baron Karl von 
Vogelsang) 


In this period [in Vienna] my eyes were opened to 
two menaces of which I had previously scarcely 
known the names, and whose terrible importance for 
the existence of the German people I certainly did 
not understand: Marxism and Jewry. (Adolf Hiter!) 


The Polyglot Empire 


Adolf Hither was born and spent his young adulthood in Austria—Hun- 
gary, not Germany. It has been argued that the main roots of Nazism are to 
be found in Austria, and especially in Vienna, rather than in specifically 
Prussian—German traditions. Political anti-Semitism was undeniably more suc- 
cessful in Austria prior to World War I than in Germany. The man who might 
be called Austria’s most impressive politician in the years immediately before 
the war, the legendary mayor of Vienna, Karl Lueger, used anti-Semitism as a 
political device and was admiringly mentioned in Mein Kampf: Nevertheless, 
anti-Semitism in the Austro-Hungarian Empire was an even more sprawling 
and elusive phenomenon than it was in Germany, and facile conclusions have 
too often been reached about it. 

The United States has been called a polyglot nation, a land of many nation- 
alities, races, and religions, but there were revealing differences between the 
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United States and the Austro-Hungarian Empire in the late nineteenth cen- 
tury. The many nationalities that thronged into the United States nnderstood 
that they were going to a foreign land, where they would be expected to learn 
English and become American. In the Austro-Hungarian Empire, in contrast, 
most national groups thought of themselves as “at home,” and they increas- 
ingly fought to assert their independence and distinctiveness. 

The empire encompassed a bewildering mosaic of nationalities and ethnic 
groups — Germans, Italians, Magyars, Poles, Czechs, Slovaks, Romanians, 
Slovenes, Serbs, Croats, Ukrainians, Ruthenians, and Macedonians — and 
many of these had problematic connections (Were the Slovenes, Serbs, and 
Croats really one nationality, the Yugoslavs?). Members of the same nationality 
did not necessarily speak the same language or follow the same religion. Jews, 
for example, if they are to be considered a nationality (they were not in Aus- 
tria-Hungary, not officially at any rate), spoke Yiddish in one area, Magyar in 
another, German in another. Aggressive German nationalists sometimes had 
names of Slavic origin. People who felt themselves to be Poles nevertheless at 
times spoke German better than Polish, a situation that was actually common 
among Ruthenians (a Ukrainian group, differing from other Ukrainians pri- 
marily in their Uniate or Greek Catholic religion). 

Various degrees of assimilation into surrounding groups were common. 
The “historic” peoples, the Germans, Poles, and Magyars, often stood in a 
position of domination and exploitation over the “historyless,” who were typ1- 
cally illiterate peasant peoples (the Slovaks, Ukrainians, Romanians) with a 
weak or nonexistent aristocracy and bourgeoisie, no written language untl 
modern times, and little consciousness of themselves as a people in the nine- 
teenth-century sense. 

How the Jews fit into these categories was the subject of endless discussion, 
since they had no landed aristocracy or peasantry of any significance, and the 
nature of their history was not like that of the other historic peoples. They 
were a majority in no large area, ruled over no state, and had no kings, no 
generals, no armies, no native land in Europe. Yet, they were also more liter- 
ate than other peoples and had a highly developed if not quite modern sense 
of themselves as a separate people in history. Their integration with non-Jews, 
even in the western part of the empire, was generally less developed than in 
Germany. In Vienna, where long-time Jewish residents typically left behind all 
immediately visible or external evidence of their Jewishness, they lived in 
their own neighborhoods and retained Jewish friends and acquaintances 
almost exclusively.2 The various Germanized Slavic minorities also retained 
cultural traits traceable to their non-German origins. 


‘ Cf. Marsha L. Rosenblit, The Jews of Vienna, 1867-1914: Assimilation and Identity (New York, 
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In such a context, what it meant to be purely Magyar or German was often 
anything but clear. For Treitschke, speaking from his standpoint of threatened 
Germanism, Austrian Germans were “unspeakably corrupted by Semitism.”> He 
found a growing number of German Austrians, facing as they did the largest 
population of Jews in Europe outside of the Russian Empire, who ardently 
agreed with him. (The name “Treitschke,” interestingly, is of Slavic origin, as is 
“Nietzsche”; even in Germany “pure” Germanness was an elusive ideal.) 

On the other hand, from the standpoint of Yiddish-speaking Jews, numer- 
ous in Galicia and as recent arrivals in Vienna and the other large cities of the 
empire, German-speaking Jews were /fardattsht, germanized — not a comphi- 
ment, but usually a bitter reproach, relating to stuffy manners, loss of Jewish 
identity, and even apostasy (which is “death” in traditional terms). Indeed, the 
derision expressed by Ostjuden for germanized Jews resembled Treitschke’s 
derision for Germans who were influenced by Jews, who were verjudel, jewified. 
Contempt in both cases was mixed with a sense of being threatened. 

In this turbulent brew of national, ethnic, and linguistic identities there 
existed as well an array of religions. Catholics constituted a solid majority of 
31 million, joined by 5 million Uniates, out of a total population of 46 mil- 
lion at the turn of the century.? There were important minorities of Protes- 
tants in Bohemia and in Hungary and of Greek Orthodox along the eastern 
borders. Explosive religious tensions existed within the ranks of the Chris- 
tians, even within the ranks of the Catholics. Among Jews hostilities were per- 
haps the most bitter of all, and not only between the assimilated and tradi- 
tional; the hasidic followers of various leaders (rebbes) quarreled incessantly, 
sometimes violently.° 

Lines of political and administrative authority ran through these various 
national, linguistic, and religious divisions. The Austrian province, or crown- 
land, of Galicia spread into eastern Europe, almost enveloping the Hungarian 
half of the Dual Monarchy. The Austrian, “western” half of the empire had a 
curious shape, roughly like a crescent, surrounding the “eastern” Hungarian 
lands on the north. The Galician cities of Brody and Tarnopol were 500 miles 
to the east of Vienna. They were also east of Budapest — even east of Warsaw. 

Galicia contained the largest population of Jews in Europe outside of the 
Russian Empire (810,000 or 11 percent of the total population of the area by 
the turn of the century).® It was also the most economically backward, with 
the largest population of hasidic Jews, of any major area, including the Pale 
of Settlement. Although Galicia and the small adjoining Duchy of Bukovina 
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fed Jews in massive numbers into the other areas of the Dual Monarchy, and 
to the New World, their Jewish population continued to rise, nearly three 
times as rapidly as the surrounding mostly peasant population. 

Galicia might be considered another “pale of settlement,” with the differ- 
ence that the “fence” in Galicia was not a legal one. It existed within the spirits 
of the Jews themselves. Indeed, the impoverished situation of Jews in Galicia 
underlines how inadequate it can be to credit tsarist oppression alone for the 
poverty of Jews inside Russia. Galician Jews, without a comparable political 
oppression, were at least as poor as the Jews in Russia, probably poorer. Simi- 
larly, the feuding among the hasidim, which many assumed to be an out- 
growth of oppressive atmosphere of the Old World, continued unabated into 
the late twentieth century, not only in the United States but also in Israel. 

The causes for the poverty of the Galician Jews were many, having to do 
with the general economic backwardness of the region, with their extraordi- 
nary population growth, and with the sometimes ruthless efforts of the various 
Slavic peoples to counter Jewish economic preeminence by boycotts, credit 
unions, cooperatives, and the prohibition of Jews in the liquor trade. Tradi- 
tionalism itself of course presented economic problems for Jews in con- 
fronting modern times. 


Austria-Hungary: Between Germany and Russia 


The unified German Reich of the Hohenzollerns, whatever its insecuri- 
ties, must be counted as successful - indeed its dynamism was the cause of 
many of its insecurities, as well as those of its neighbors. Austria-Hungary of 
the Habsburgs was engaged in a sometimes inept, seemingly hopeless struggle 
to survive. On the one hand, there were Prussian efficiency and incorrupubility, 
on the other, Austrian Schlamperet (roughly, “slovenliness”) and Protektion (the 
often corrupt bureaucratic practice of “looking after” those who have the 
proper class and ethnic background or political credentials). Bismarck’s efforts 
to make a more integrated nation-state of the Prussian-led Reich encountered 
much resistance, but the challenge of enhancing the unity of the far-flung 
lands and diverse peoples ruled by the Habsburgs was incomparably greater. 

German national feeling under Bismarck was a source of strength for the 
new nation-state. Nationalism in the Habsburg lands was a cause of weakness, 
threatening to tear the multinational empire apart. Germany industrialized 
rapidly in the latter half of the nineteenth century; per capita income rose 
markedly. Austria-Hungary’s record in those regards was uneven, its overall 
rate of industrialization much slower. Germans in Bismarck’s Reich had trou- 
ble enough in shaking off their preindustrial past; Austrians remained more 
powerfully in the grips of that past, of a time that in Austria was termed Bieder- 
meier, when the simplicities and moral certainties of small-town life prevailed. 

Bismarck allied with German liberals in the 1860s and 1870s, and liberalism 
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in Germany, even if it was an uncertain and decreasingly popular liberalism, 
shared with Bismarck the prestige of ruling a victorious, unified, proud Ger- 
many and of presiding over Germany’s impressive economic growth. The lib- 
eral measures introduced in the Austrian Empire in 1860s, on the other hand, 
were largely a reaction to defeat and were thereby tarnished. German national- 
ists in Austria who had hoped for a national state of all German-speaking peo- 
ple found themselves excluded by Bismarck from the new German Reich after 
Austria’s humiliating defeat by Prussia in 1866. At the same time the national- 
ism of the Magyars threatened to tear the Habsburg Monarchy apart. And thus 
a compromise, or Ausgleich, was reached in 1867, one that created a strange 
and unprecedented entity: the Dual Monarchy, two nation-states in one. 

Both halves of the monarchy established liberal states of a sort, with sepa- 
rate constitutions, parliaments, and ministries, united by allegiance to the 
Habsburg Emperor and common ministries for finance, foreign affairs, and 
defense. But Germans and Magyars did not constitute a majority even in their 
respective states. Although German and Magyar were designated as the official 
languages in each half, numerous minorities existed in each. In a notorious 
quip, an Austrian leader commented that the Compromise of 1867 meant 
that the Germans and the Magyars were given the right to deal with “their own 
barbarians” in their own way, which helps explain why those “barbarians” were 
increasingly restive in the Dual Monarchy. 

Universal male suffrage, introduced by Bismarck with the unification of 
Germany in 1871, did not come to Austria-Hungary until 1907. The Austrian 
Emperor personally interfered in the operations of the Reichsrat (the Aus- 
trian parliament) and in the Austrian courts of law to an extent that was 
almost unthinkable for the German Emperor. In other ways, press censorship, 
for example, Austrian authorities regularly offended liberal ideals. Austrian 
liberals were even more elitist, more reluctant than liberals in Germany to 
accept the notion of popular participation in government. Liberals in Austria 
came to power mainly because of the inadequacies of the old order, not by 
their own strength, and from the beginning of their period of political power 
they recognized the necessity of sharing that power in a major way with the 
imperial bureaucracy.’ 

The Dual Monarchy might suggestively be described as a political form 
existing, conceptually as well as geographically, between the Bismarckian 
Reich and the tsarist autocracy. It was incontestably a loser when compared 
with the most impressive winner in Europe at the time, Germany. On the 
other hand, it was not quite so terminally ill as many of its detractors imag- 
ined, destined to be picked apart like the Turkish Empire. Similarly, 
Austro—Hungariai autocracy aud incompetence were by no means so perva- 
sive as in tsarist Russia. 
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Austria and Hungary after 1848 enjoyed one large advantage over most 
countries: an extraordinarily long-lived emperor who, if not particularly intelli- 
gent, was conscientious and stable. Franz Joseph, who ruled from 1848 to 
1916, was certainly a more effective leader than the four Russian tsars of the 
same period, in part simply because he was the head of state for such a long 
time and provided a valuable symbol of stability and of continuity. And what- 
ever their many inadequacies, the institutions of the Habsburg Empire unques- 
uonably served the interests of many of its inhabitants — and won their fidelity, 
however grudging and ambiguous; the empire has been dubbed “the healthy 
invalid.”8 The emperor’s conviction that such a far-flung empire could never be 
run according to full-fledged liberal principles, that without a firm hand from 
above it would disintegrate into quarreling factions, was widely shared. 


Liberalism and the Rise of the Jews 


These remarks have a special meaning for the situation of Jews of the 
empire. Franz Joseph, although a stiff ruler who lorded over Europe’s most 
exclusive court and who was firmly tied to the Catholic Church, nevertheless 
looked upon his Jewish subjects with benevolence, which most of them under- 
stood and appreciated. He made a firm decision to promote modernization, 
and Austria’s Jews, or an important minority of them, proved useful in that 
“state preserving”; Jews were a people who 
helped keep the empire together by their devotion to the emperor and by the 
vital role they played in the economic development of the empire in its strug- 


regard. He considered them 


gle to survive in the world of European power politics. 

Franz Joseph often expressed his appreciation for the loyalty of “his Jews,” as 
he put it, a loyalty that was often less conspicuous or consistent among his 
other subjects, whether they were Magyars, Czechs, Poles, or even Germans. 
Austro-Hungarian Jews, especially the prosperous bourgeoisie, were without 
question Kaisertreu (faithful to the emperor).? He decorated prominent Jewish 
financiers, railway magnates, and press lords — the power elite of Austrian mod- 
ernization — with many honors, including titles of nobility. Although Jews were 
only rarely considered hoffahig (that is, to be included among the narrow elite 
that was privileged to appear at court), some of them had his ear in matters of 
state, and a few even married into prominent noble families of the empire. 

Such privileged Jews added their presence to that of the older and more 
prominent unifying or preserving elements of the Habsburg Empire, such as 
the nobility, the army, the bureaucracy, the Catholic Church, and of course 
the emperor himself. In favoring the Jews, Franz Joseph was building upon 
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precedents established by:Metternich, the reactionary prime minister of the 
pre-1848 period, who had invited the Rothschilds to Vienna and obtained 
titles of nobility for them, among many other honors and privileges. 

Jews in Austria-Hungary received full and formal emancipation in 1867, 
and for important numbers of them the story of rags-to-riches was even more 
dramatic than in Germany. In Austria-Hungary, moreover, Jews faced fewer 
obstacles in the way of entry into the government and military than in Ger- 
many. By the eve of World War I there were over 3,000 Jewish military officers, 
out of a total of 27,000.'° There were even a fair number of Jewish generals 
and high-ranking diplomats in Austria by 1914, an inconceivable state of affairs 
in Prussia, where by that time Jews had scarcely penetrated the lower ranks of 
the officer caste. Jews in Austria-Hungary still faced prejudice and unofficial 
barriers when entering government service, as did non-Jews who lacked the 
proper background or connections; the areas of the greatest Jewish success had 
to do with modern, urban, and industrial life, not government service. 

Just as the reforms in Russia under Alexander II were introduced by tsarist 
decree, so Austrian liberalism was not initially an accomplishment of the bour- 
geoisie through hard-fought political battles. Liberal reform in Austria was 
rather ushered in by an element of the aristocracy, both high and low, preserv- 
ing the heritage of the reforms of the Enlightened despot Joseph II at the end 
of the eighteenth century. And just as Tsar Alexander II’s reforms found 
enthusiastic response on the part of Russia’s Jews, so large numbers of Jews in 
Austria and in Hungary applauded the new hberal era. 

The liberal honeymoon in western Europe had its Austrian and Hungarian 
versions. In fact, from the beginning of modern times, Austrian authorities did 
not view Jews with quite the same suspicion as did their counterparts in Russia. 
Joseph II, in the 1780s, was among the first of Europe’s leaders to envisage the 
civil emancipation of Jews. Similarly, Metternich, in the 1820s and 1830s, 
although abhorring most of the initiatives taken by Joseph, remained friendly 
to a certain moneyed Jewish elite and hostile to ethnic and religious bigotry. 
Austrian aristocrats were even more willing than Junkers hke Bismarck to have 
Jews manage their money, advise them on legal matters, attend to their health 
— and inevitably be identified with “Jewish” liberal ideas. 

The rapid movement of Jews into Vienna, the capital and major city in the 
western half of the Dual Monarchy, and into Budapest, its counterpart in Hun- 
gary, was remarkable. In the latter half of the nineteenth century, Jews in Aus- 
tria-Hungary did not face significant legal restrictions on their movement, 
and they streamed out of areas of former Polish rule. In 1860 there were some 
6,000 Jews in Vienna; in 1870, 40,000; in 1910 there were over 175,000 — in 
about two generations an expansion of something like thirty tmes.!! 
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The figures are even more striking for Budapest, which was called 
“Judapest” by the anti-Semites. In the same period the Jewish population rose 
to 204,000, which constituted 23 percent of the population, as compared to 9 
percent in Vienna. The much-used term “Jewish invasion” was closer to reality 
in Vienna and Budapest than it was in Berlin, Frankfurt, or Hamburg. Simi- 
larly intensifying the sense of a sudden Jewish presence, most Austro—Hungar- 
ian Jews migrated to Vienna, Budapest, or Prague, whereas in Germany Jews 
lived in a number of German cities over a longer period, and the growth in 
their numbers was less dramatic.!2 

No other ethnic or religious group moved into the cities of the Dual 
Monarchy as rapidly as the Jews, and few religious minorities were as visible on 
the streets, because of the characteristic Jewish dress, facial hair, and manner- 
isms of the most recent immigrants. As elsewhere, Jews moved into certain 
professional groups to an entirely disproportionate degree. Non-Jews in some 
occupations were either driven out by competition from Jews or departed of 
their own volition. The rise of the Jews in Austria-Hungary may well have 
been the most sudden, impressive rise of Jews in modern history. 

The school system was overhauled in the 1850s, and the curriculum empha- 
sized secular science and learning. In that context Jewish students excelled: 
Many of the great names of science, literature, and scholarship by the end of 
the century obtained their education in these schools. Even the Catholic clergy 
among the instructors did not necessarily foster clericalism or feel the need to 
try to convert their numerous Jewish students. The Piarist fathers, members of 
a renowned teaching order, were much imbued with the Enlightened spint of 
Joseph II’s reforms, and Jewish parents with hopes of upward mobility for their 
children often preferred to send them to such Catholic elementary schools 
because of the high quality of the secular instruction in them.!9 

These Jewish successes were less widely shared by members of the Gentle 
lower and lower-middle classes. Similarly, Jews did not become, or long 
remain, artisans, factory proletarians, or other kinds of manual laborers. 
Urban Jews were in general upwardly mobile; non-Jews were more often prole- 
tarianized — overwhelmed by the forces of modern urban civilization. Tens of 
thousands of small shops in Vienna went bankrupt in the latter half of the 
nineteenth century, and thousands of peasant plots in the surrounding coun- 
tryside were put up for auction. The benefactors of these Gentile misfortunes 
were frequently Jews. 

By the turn of the century, a German-Jewish writer who had moved to 
Vienna from the German Reich was struck by how much 


all public life was dominated by Jews. The banks, the press, the theater, literature, 
social organizations, all lay in the hands of the Jews. . . . The aristocracy would have 
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nothing to do with such things. ... The small number of untitled patrician fami- 
lies imitated the aristocracy; the original upper-middle class had disappeared. . . . 
The court, the lowermiddle class and the Jews gave the city its stamp. And that the 
Jews, as the most mobile group, kept all the others in continuous motion is, on the 
whole, not surprising.!4 


Henry Wickham Steed, correspondent for The Times of London in Berlin, 
Rome, and Vienna from 1896 to 1914, and widely recognized as one of the 
best informed, most penetrating observers of the day, wrote that “among the 
peoples of Austria-Hungary the Jewish people stands first in importance. . . . 
Economically, politically, and in point of general influence they are .. . the 
most significant element in the Monarchy.”!® 

The issue of Jewish identity had different nuances than in Germany. The 
cultural expressions of even the most acculturated of Austro-Hungarian Jews 
often retained distinctively Jewish qualities. As a recent historian of Viennese 
Jewry states, “in Vienna, and presumably elsewhere . . . Jews created new pat- 
terns of Jewish behavior, which differed from traditional ones but which were 
nevertheless distinctly Jewish.” Moreover, embracing German language and 
culture by no means meant merging into German-Gentule society. Time and 
again assimilated Jews themselves referred to the Jews’ “stubborn emphasis on 
racial solidarity.” Overwhelmingly they preferred the company of other Jews, a 
preference that was both matched and reinforced by a Gentile reticence to 
mix with Jews socially.'® These preferences were not simply a reflection of anti- 
Semitism, on the one hand, or Jewish contempt for Gentiles, on the other; 
there was in both a more positive aspect, centering around what today would 
be called identity. 

It seems reasonable to conclude that any group, even one enjoying wide 
esteem, that rose as fast as the Jews in Austria-Hungary would have encountered 
some resentment and hostility. One must ask again, too, whether hostility to 
Jews was produced entirely by Gentile fantasies about Jews rather than by a mix- 
ture of accurate and distorted impressions. 


German Nationalism and Ethnic Insecurity 


‘Treitschke’s charge that German culture had been “unspeakably cor- 
rupted by Semitism” in Vienna had some foundation, although an observer 
less affected by his xenophobic nationalism might have remarked that Vien- 
nese German culture was “marvelously stimulated by Semitism,” if by “Semi- 
tism” one means simply Jewish influence. Although Jews and Gentiles did not 
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nux socially to any great extent, in the realm of the intellect, in science and 
the arts, a mutually stimulating contact was made, no doubt one of the most 
productive in history. 

If a man of Treitschke’s intellectual sophistication could feel threatened in 
Berlin and in the German Reich, where the Jewish population was approxi- 
mately one-fifth as great as that of Austria-Hungary, more widely dispersed 
geographically, slower in its growth, and distinctly less influential in public and 
political life, it is hardly surprising that the ethnic insecurity of German-speak- 
ers in Austria, especially in Vienna, was more serious. Moreover, German- 
speaking Austrians had other concerns that intensified their sense of insecu- 
rity. The threat from the Slavic nationalities, who were more numerous than 
the Jews and who were far more often hostile to Germans, was prominent 
among those concerns. 

While Germans were the dominant group in the western part of the empire, 
they still constituted only around 36 percent of some 28 million inhabitants by 
the end of the century. They faced other, almost as numerous Slavic minorities 
(23 percent were Czech, 18 percent Poles, 12 percent Ukrainians and Rutheni- 
ans) whose birthrate generally exceeded their own.!'? The sense of separate 
identity among Austria—Hungary’s various nationalities turned ugly as the cen- 
tury progressed. In many of the historically German cities and towns in the 
western part of the empire, the Czech population edged toward a majority, 
where there had previously been a secure German majority. The non-Germanic 
and non-Magyar peoples expressed growing discontent with the terms of the 
Ausgleich of 1867; they agitated for greater official recognition, wider legal 
privileges, more autonomy, even political independence. University students 
became embroiled in violent nationalistic conflicts. 

Such agitation was cause for deep concern from Franz Joseph and officials 
loyal to the Habsburg monarchy, as well as from Germans who sought to pre- 
serve the German Besiizstand, a term roughly comparable to “status quo” that 
referred to their long-standing possession of leading positions in the bureau- 
cracy and army and their established economic, political, and cultural 
strength. 

The Jewish component of the above statistics cannot be easily determined, 
since Jews were not counted as a nationality in Austria-Hungary; they were rec- 
ognized officially only as a religious community, which was the general practice 
in western Europe. The chief rabbi of Vienna favored a universalistic form of 
Judaism, one that adamantly distanced itself from Jewish nationalism. Yiddish 
was not recognized as an official language in the empire, even though a large 
percentage of the approximately 800,000 Yiddish-speaking Jews in Galicia 
could not adequately read, write, or speak any of the official languages, includ- 
ing German. Thus, Jews, whose total population in the Austrian half of the 
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empire was around 1.3 million, 4.7 percent of the population, were required to 
be counted as members of one of the officially recognized nationalities. 

In a typical Austro-Hungarian paradox, most Galician Jews were officially 
counted as Poles, even though their identity as Polish was at best tenuous. ‘The 
practice of counting Jews as Poles reflected a historical relationship of cooper- 
ation between the Polish nobility and Jewish leaders, but it was also a cynical 
fiction that helped bolster the control of the Polish nobility in the area. At the 
time of the Ausgleich, perhaps 10 percent of the Jews in Galicia could actually 
speak Polish with anything like fluency, and there were vast cultural differ- 
ences between Jews and ethnic Poles, although toward the end of the century 
steadily increasing numbers of educated, urban Jews in Galicia did take up 
Polish language and culture. A small but also growing number of Jews in 
Bohemia and Moravia, where there was a large Czech population, identified 
themselves as Czechs. But in general when Jews were free to chose German as 
their stated nationality, they did so in heavy majorities. Thus, the 36 percent 
German element of the Austrian population contained an important Jewish 
contingent, perhaps as much as 500,000 German-speaking Jews out of a total 
German-speaking population of 10 million by the end of the century. 

The reasons that Jews preferred to identify themselves as German were 
many. Yiddish and German are linguistically close, and thus German was eas- 
ier for a Yiddish-speaking Jew to use than Polish or Czech. More important, 
German was the language of government and of commerce. For the ambitious 
and upwardly mobile, a knowledge of German was essential to respectable 
middle-class status, to business success, and to employment in government ser- 
vice. Perhaps most important, for Jews who had distanced themselves from tra- 
ditional Jewish life, German was the language of modern culture, art, science, 
and literature. German civilization as a whole was perceived as more 
advanced, more attractive, and, as is often overlooked today, less anti-Semitic 
than the various forms of Slavic civilization (Czech, Slovak, Polish, Russian, 
Ukrainian, or South Slav). 

Many Austrian Jews identified strongly with the sentiment, one that dated 
back to the eighteenth century, that German speakers in Austria had a cultural 
mission as a civilizing and integrating force in a heterogeneous and largely 
backward population. Just as bearers of French language and culture prided 
themselves, over the centuries, in bringing a higher civilization to France’s 
provinces and colonies, so German language and culture would accomplish 
something similar in Austria. The unifying effects of French political institu- 
tions, with the blessing of French law, also offered appealing models. After Bis- 
marck’s formation of a separate kleindeutsch state, significant numbers of Ger- 
man-speakers in Austrian lands concluded that a unified nation-state of all 
Germans would never be established, and they were inclined to reaffirm their 
sense of a special German civilizing mission within Austria. 
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Such notions were of special significance for German-speaking Jews. As Ger- 
mans, culturally but not racially, they seemed ideally suited to the idea of a 
multinational empire with a dominant and civilizing German element. And 
there is no question that in the latter half of the century German-speaking Jews 
immeasurably increased the prestige of German culture and strengthened the 
hand of the German-speaking authorities. Jews were generally welcomed by the 
political establishment, then, not only as contributors to the economic health 
of the empire but also as allies against the rising tide of Slavic demands. Large 
and growing numbers of Jews in both Austria and Hungary were educated, 
articulate, and energetic. Mehring’s remarks about Jews in Berlin being an awe- 
inspiring force held even more truth in Vienna and Budapest.'® 


The Jewish Press and the Crash of 1873 


No area of Jewish influence in Austria-Hungary was more important 
than journalism in terms of spreading German language and culture — with a 
Jewish nuance. Jewish-owned and -operated newspapers in the empire were 
even more important than in Germany. The Neue Freie Presse, owned by the 
strongly Germanophile Jew Moritz Benedikt, became an enormously influen- 
tial journal of international news and liberal opinion. Herzl and Schnitzler 
were but two of many distinguished authors who wrote for it. Benedikt had 
contacts in court circles and enjoyed extensive links with Austria’s Jewish lead- 
ers of finance and industry. “After Moritz Benedikt, the most important man 
in the realm is Franz Joseph”!® was a popular witticism. He and his paper were 
admired by some, feared or detested by others. Nearly all observers regarded 
him as a man of fierce ambition and easy morals.”° 
Resentment about journalists has characterized most modern societies, and 
other countries where Jews were less prominent in the press, such as France, 
Great Britain, and the United States, also saw at times violent resentments con- 
cerning modern journalism. The complaints in Austria about Jewish journal- 
ists were often quite similar in nature to those in Germany, and, as in Ger- 
many, some legitimate basis for those complaints was recognized by those 
friendly to the Jews as well as by many Jews themselves. The complaint that 
Jewish journalists were vituperatively critical while remaining hypersensitive to 
criticism themselves was often expressed in Austria. The social-democratic 
leader Friedrich Austerlitz, himself an editor and a Jew, complained about 
“the callow intolerance of the Viennese [Jewish] press.”2! Wickham Steed 
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described the Neue Freie Presse as a “journal that embodies in concentrated 
form and, at times, with demonic force, the least laudable characteristics of 
Austro—German Jewry.” He further observed that 


It is owned, edited, and written by Jews, and appeals in the first instance to a dis- 
tinctly Jewish community of readers, many of whom, like the bulk of its non-Jewish 
readers, suspect it of aiming constantly at influencing the Stock Exchange. [They] 
profess disgust at its chronic unfairness . . . and persistent advocacy of its parucular 


1929) 


conception of Jewish interests.?? 


The stock market crash in 1873, which catalyzed political anti-Semitism 
in Germany, affected Austria in similar ways, although with some differ- 
ences: Less than upright practices were more familiar in the Austrian scene 
and constituted less of a cultural shock. As a recent historian of Austria has 
commented, “The Viennese press wallowed in venality. Officials played 
favorites, leaking stories or planting false ones. The ‘revolver press’ black- 
mailed prominent persons and businesses by threatening revelations unless 
compensated.” Thus, although the Austrian stock market crash actually 
preceded the German one, popular indignation in Austria was slower to 
gather. In both cases Jews were obvious culprits, even more so in Vienna 
than in Berlin, since Jews in the stock market in Vienna were even more 
prominent than in Berlin. Glagau could at least recognize that some non- 
Jews were involved in corrupt schemes; in Vienna, Jews appeared more plau- 
sibly to be major culprits. In Austria the capitalist robber barons, to borrow 
a phrase from the American scene, the railroad-building and factory-owning 
plunderers of the countryside, the nouveaux riches, those ostensibly respon- 
sible for the bankruptcies of artisans and small retailers, the deceivers of the 
small investor were overwhelmingly made up of Jews, if only because Jews 
constituted a heavy majority of those involved in such modern economic 
activities. 


Antt-Semitic Ideology 


The anuliberal offensive of the years following the market crash found 
broader and more sustained popular support in Austria than it did in Ger- 
many. It also became more thoroughly identified with anti-Semitism. In other 
countries the new capitalist bourgeoisie was widely criticized for hypocrisy; 
capitalists everywhere were denounced for hiding greed and corruption 
behind a mask of moral rectitude. In Austria it was easier and more plausible 
for critics to categorize such qualities as specifically Jewish because the capital- 
ists and the bourgeoisie were so predominantly Jewish. 
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As noted in the previous chapter, socialists in Austria regularly encountered 
accusations in the liberal-Jewish press that they represented the barbarism of 
the mob, a mortal danger to modern civilization. Such accusations pushed 
many socialists to furious counterattacks. Members of the Gentile lower-mid- 
dle class similarly encountered malicious caricatures of themselves in the lib- 
eral Jewish press, mockery of the traditional, petty-bourgeois values they cher- 
ished, often accompanied by a complete lack of sympathy for their dilemmas 
and insecurities. Catholic leaders encountered articles by liberal Jews that 
encouraged antclerical students, that indeed even incited them to violence.*4 

The famous Viennese journalist Karl Kraus saw in Benedikt’s Neue Freie 
Presse the embodiment of unprincipled commercialism, the unscrupulous 
efforts to manipulate popular opinion, that so troubled many public-spirited 
observers. It says much about the Austrian scene that Kraus, himself Jewish, 
was one of the most persistent critics of Jews in Austria. Revealingly, his own 
style — intransigent, mocking, sophisticated, and supremely witty — was pre- 
cisely the kind of style that anu-Semites considered typically Jewish. He would 
at any rate have considered the charge that hostility to Jews was based entirely 
on Gentile fantasy either ludicrous or incomprehensible. As far as he was con- 
cerned, Viennese anti-Semitism was without a doubt the result of jusufied 
resentment by Gentiles concerning the outrageous antics of Jewish journalists. 

He was by no means alone in that opinion. Friedrich Austerlitz further 
asserted that the Jewish-owned liberal press was concerned to serve Jewish 
interests, to cover up misdeeds by Jewish capitalists, and to shower with abuse 
anyone who criticized Jews. Jewish press supremacy, he later observed, “was a 
conspiracy in favor of the Jews; the legend of the solidarity of all members of 
the people of Israel was at that time a reality.” Austerlitz granted that in the 
earlier part of the century, when Jews had been oppressed, criticism of their 
“eccentricities” was inappropriate, but by the latter half of the nineteenth cen- 
tury, when they dominated so much of public life in Austria and when their 
activities were so often corrupt, criticism was not only appropriate but the duty 
of all honest observers, Jews and non-Jews.*° 

The souring of relations in the 1880s between Gentile Germans and Ger- 
man-speaking Jews was paradoxical, in that Jewish—-German nationalists often 
earned a special hatred from the Slavic minorities for being “too German.” 
Such Jews represented the most articulate advocates of German hegemony in 
the empire; they were known for a particularly contemptuous dismissal of 
Czech or South Slav claims to cultural equality.2° Now the leaders of this loud 
“advance guard” of German supremacy discovered that they had become 
unacceptable to many Germans as partners in a common struggle against the 
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Slavs. The notion of racial purity, of Aryan superiority, gained an even stronger 
hold on parts of the Austrian German-speaking Gentile population than it did 
in Germany itself. Similarly, in Austria fears about the “destructive mission” of 
Jews, their alleged tendencies to take over, dominate, and jewify, were even 
more pervasive. 

The notion of a German-Jewish synthesis, advocated by men like Her- 
mann Cohen and favorably viewed by Mommsen in Germany, took on a dif- 
ferent appearance in Austria, where Jews were numerically and culturally 
more powerful. Any synthesis of German and Jewish culture implied a dis- 
tinctly larger Jewish component, an unacceptable result to many volkisch Ger- 
mans, who seem to have been driven, ostensibly because of the elusiveness of 
what it meant to be a German in the Austrian context, to an almost panicked 
assertion of the need to preserve the mystical “purity” of their race. They 
dreaded a loss of identity, a so-major dilution of what it meant to be a Ger- 
man that the word would lose its appeal for them. Feelings of German nation- 
alism in Austria came increasingly to include a call for liberation from Jewish 
influence, a freeing of the Aryan—German spirit from the destructive inroads 
of “Semitism.” 

Radical anti-Semites in Germany, as we have seen, had little success in 
recruiting among a general population that increasingly supported the exist- 
ing form of the state and that revered its creator, Bismarck. The Austro—Hun- 
garian state and its principal politicians had fewer admirers in the general 
population. And the empire lost rather than gained in popularity in the 
course of the century. Hatred of Jews in Austria-Hungary, much more than in 
Germany, could link itself to popular movements of reforming zeal and to rad- 
ical opposition to the form of the state. Anti-Semitism could more plausibly 
appear in the guise of a noble cause, a movement of humanitarian and pro- 
gressive concer, against a corrupt and discredited form of government. It was 
a guise that Bockel had assumed fairly successfully but that had eluded most 
other anti-Semites in the German Reich. In 1884 Karl Kautsky observed that 
in Austria “the anti-Semites are now our [the social-democratic movements] 
most dangerous opponents, much more dangerous than in Germany, because 
their appearance is oppositional and democratic, thus appealing to the work- 
ers’ instincts. ”?7 

Anti-Semitism in Austria-Hungary also gained wide support among 
Catholics in ways that did not correspond to the situation in Germany. Austrian 
Catholics did not share the German Catholic awareness of being a vulnerable 
minority, with the attendant concern to defend the principle of minority nghts. 
The attitude of Austrian Catholics, especially those in the church hierarchy, was 
rather one more typical of a group that has long enjoyed power but is losing it 
and thus exhibits anxious or paranoiac tendencies. 
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For such reasons the underlying issues of the Kulturkampf assumed a dif- 
ferent expression in Austria-Hungary. Those in Germany who defended Bis- 
marck’s attack on the church did so by stressing the claims of modern civiliza- 
tion against the reactionary designs of the Catholic Church. However 
exaggerated such claims may have been in Germany, there is little question 
that in Austria the Catholic Church hierarchy was a defender of reaction, a 
determined and aggressive opponent of modern secularism. In short, non- 
Catholics - Jews, Protestants, the nonreligious — faced an active and deter- 
mined opponent, hardly a figment of their imaginations. 

The fears worked both ways, since Catholics feared a takeover of their soci- 
ety by the forces of liberal, secular humanism — also for good reason. In the 
eyes of many Catholics such a takeover had already begun with the Ausgleich, 
with the revocation of the preexisting Concordat with Rome, and with the 
new, liberal constitution, burdened as it was with secular humanist and reli- 
giously tolerant aspects, including civil equality for Jews. 

The perception by Catholics of a Jewish takeover was accurate in the lim- 
ited sense that Jews were the among leading proponents and the most visible 
beneficiaries of liberalism in Austria-Hungary. Jews in Austria-Hungary as 
elsewhere powerfully forwarded the ideals of secularism. In some counties, 
such as France and the United States, Jews constituted only a minor contin- 
gent of the secularizing forces, but in Austria-Hungary they were unquestion- 
ably a major if not the dominant element, only weakly seconded by people of 
Christian backgrounds. 

Above all in Vienna and Budapest, assimilated, secular Jews were for tradi- 
tional Catholics a formidable and alarming enemy. Jews were very rapidly 
increasing in numbers, and some were becoming spectacularly rich. They 
were articulate in ways that made many of their opponents feel the rage of 
impotence. As far as many Catholics were concerned, Jews were not only tak- 
ing over modern economic life; they were also taking over the cultural life of 
the empire. 


Catholic Antimodernism and Anti-Semitism 


Efforts by Catholic leaders to criticize modern society from a Catholic 
standpoint assumed many forms, but all of them found in liberal ideology a 
number of unacceptable tenets. Perhaps most inadmissible was the liberal 
position concerning individual freedom in the moral arena, the notion that 
individuals could reject the moral authority of the church and rely on individ- 
ual reason. Catholic spokesmen similarly found it difficult to accept the liberal 
ideal of a state that interfered as little as possible in the lives of its citizens, that 
regulated only minimally their economic relationship, and that left them free- 
dom of choice in religious matters. 

Catholic social philosophy retained the sense of state, economy, and society 
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as necessarily dominated by precepts of corporate responsibility and moral 
injunction. Christian charity could not accept the implications of the liberal 
assertion that the poor were poor because of their own failings or that the rich 
were rich because of their moral and intellectual superiority. For such 
Catholic observers, the liberal conception of the individual and of personal 
freedom appeared not only contrary to reality but also potentially pernicious. 
Too much freedom offered grave dangers. It was in fact a position that tradi- 
tional Jews shared with traditional Catholics. 

Stoecker had expressed similar ideas, but his Lutheran form of Christian 
socialism differed in some regards from the Austrian Catholic form. Both con- 
sidered the influence of modern, secular Jews to be destructive of Christian val- 
ues of charity and social responsibility, but Stoecker’s ideas were more compati- 
ble with German nationalism, whereas in Austria the existence of large numbers 
of Catholics who were Italians, Poles, Czechs, Magyars, and Germans inevitably 
reduced the degree to which Catholicism and xenophobic German nationalism 
could comfortably ally. In this sense the Catholic Church complemented the 
Habsburg Monarchy; both were universalistic and multinational. The linkage of 
racism, xenophobic nationalism, and Lutheranism in Germany was also accom- 
plished more easily than a linkage of Catholicism, racism, and xenophobia in 
Austria. The Catholic Church took a strong stand against racist theories — they 
were yet another form of threatening modernism — and the most extreme 
racists in Austria were inclined to be hostile to the Catholic Church. 

One might expect, then, that the “state-preserving” Jews and the universalis- 
tic Catholic Church would have found at least some sense of common pur- 
pose. But for large numbers of Austrian Catholics, Jews became “the enemy,” 
to be vigorously combated, and large numbers of Jews felt similarly about the 
church. The sophisticated, cosmopolitan, atomistic, and materialistic life of 
the modern city symbolized a world of evil and moral anarchy — prostitution, 
corruption, drunkenness, social and economic irresponsibility — for the 
Church, whereas for secular Jews the church was a repository of bigotry and 
unreasoning fear of the modern world. 

Austrian Catholic anuliberalism flourished under the militant antiliberal- 
ism of the papacy in the 1860s. In 1864 Pope Pius IX, who had been initially 
friendly to liberal principles but who turned bitterly against them after 1848, 
presented a long list of modern ideas (modern rationalism, science, belief in 
progress) for condemnation in his Syllabus of Errors. In 1870 the doctrine of 
papal infallibility was proclaimed, further evidence of the church’s deter- 
mined rejection of modern, liberal-rationalist tendencies. 

In taking these steps, the pope was evidently influenced by one of the most 
penetrating Catholic social theorists of the time, Baron Karl von Vogelsang, 
who was a Prussian-born convert to Catholicism from Protestantism. Vogelsang 
was born in the same year (1818) as another penetrating and influential social 
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theorist, Karl Marx, but they held revealingly different views about the mean- 
ing of modern times. Vogelsang hoped for a return to an idealized past, 
whereas Marx confidently predicted a transformed, if no less idealized, future. 
In their descriptions of liberal capitalism, however, they were in agreement: It 
was a system of unbridled egotism, and they were both inclined to derive anti- 
Semitic conclusions from that judgment. 

Vogelsang was a man of aristocratic tastes and intellectual sophistication who 
felt genuine sympathy for the poor in modern socicty. He dreamed of a return 
to something resembling medieval corporatism, where Christian ideals of jus- 
tice, love, and solidarity would form the basis of a Christian community. He was 
not simply a reactionary, however; his Christian socialism sought to address in a 
realistic fashion those modern trends that he viewed as unalterable. 

Vogelsang, like Marx, dismissed as absurd the claims of liberals that laissez- 
faire capitalism and liberal political institutions were “natural” or somehow 
eternal in validity. For him they were made by humans and could be changed 
by them, there were no iron laws of economic development. To this extent, 
Vogelsang’s reasoning was commonplace among conservatives, akin to the 
more familiar ideas of Disraeli and the Tory Democrats in Great Britain. But 
Vogelsang further concluded that liberal rules favored Jews, allowing them to 
prosper extraordinarily and unjustly. Jewish prosperity, he observed, was paral- 
leled by growing misery for the Christian lower orders. And that could hardly 
be accepted by a Chnistian as natural to the proper order of things. 

Vogelsang lamented that Austria had lost its Christian bearing, had lost 
sight of the basis in Christian morality for social harmony. The country’s 
indigenous Christian population was being “robbed, dominated, and reduced 
to pariahs by the Jews.” The problem was not only exploitative Jewish capital- 
ists; the “incredibly insolent Jewish press” worked constantly to undermine the 
moral fabric of society, as did the atheistic Jews at the head of the revolution- 
ary parties.?8 

Vogelsang was not a racist; he welcomed Jewish converts. He believed, how- 
ever, that unconverted Jews could infect and undermine an entire society if 
they were allowed to get out of control. And he was persuaded that just such 
an infected society had come into existence: “If by some miracle,” he wrote, 
“all our 1,400,000 Jews were to be taken from us, it would help us very little, 
for we ourselves have been infected with the Jewish spint.” The taste for push- 
ing and shoving, the mocking of sacred tradition, the sardonic wit and intel- 
lectual arrogance, the sensuality and sexual immorality — these many “Jewish” 
traits had infected Catholics in Austria and were fatally undermining Christian 
society.” 
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Vogelsang was willing to grant that capitalism and its associated modern 
industrial techniques could increase material wealth, but the price paid in 
moral terms, he believed, was too high. It meant the breakdown of the family, 
alcoholism, and urban crime; the replacement of quality production by the 
cheap and shoddy; the swelling ranks of the chronically unemployed; and the 
bars, cabarets, and prostitutes. Capitalism and liberalism atomized society, 
destroyed valuable social and economic ties. Vogelsang thus looked to controls 
over profit making; to laws against usury; to the establishment of compulsory 
guilds, producers’ cooperatives; and to measures that would assure quality 
control of products, even at the expense of a slower rate of economic growth. 

To an instructive degree, the issues that Vogelsang brought up regarding 
the impact of capitalism in Austria resemble the issues involved in the so- 
called standard-of-living debate that long preoccupied modern economic his- 
torians. One scliool maintained that the initial stages of industrialization m 
England saw a decline in the material living standards of workers. An oppos- 
ing school drew attention to evidence of rising wages, lower death rates, and 
improved diet. Yet others granted that a certain material improvement 
occurred, but it exacted a terrible psychological and moral price, destroying 
traditional family life, encouraging criminality and alcoholism, undermining 
social solidarity, and generally cheapening the quality if not the material 
aspects of lower-class life. 

The nature of this debate, its emphasis on the ambiguities of moderniza- 
tion, points as well to the profound ambiguity of the suddenly important posi- 
tion of Jews in the public life of Austria-Hungary and indeed in many other 
countries. Modern secular Jews could be credited with bringing progress, new 
industrial techniques, scientific discoveries, cultural sophistication, and a new 
intensity and richness to life in cities like Vienna. They could also be credited 
with exploitation, corruption, crime, prostitution, alcoholism, social disinte- 
gration, and cultural nihilism. Both views had some basis in reality: “Progress” 
and “corruption” went hand-in-hand in nearly every country, whether or not 
Jews were present. But which aspect of this reality was “seen” depended upon 
such matters as the social situation, religious background, and psychological 
predisposition of the observer. 


Anti-Semitism and Humanitarian Idealism: 
von Schonerer 


In spite of much transparently manipulative and insincere rhetoric on 
the part of anti-Semites in Austria-Hungary, their reformist and humanitarian 
concerns, like those of Bockel for the Hessian peasants, were often more than 
mere window dressing. Even the most radically racist of the major anti-Semitic 
leaders in Austria, Georg Ritter von Schonerer, was apparently sincere, at least 
insofar as human motives can be measured. Hannah Arendt terms him “sin- 
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cere beyond doubt” in his concern to protect the German peasants, artisans, 
and shopkeepers who were threatened by the advent of modern industrialism 
in Austria.2° And there is similarly little question that he introduced legislation 
that helped them. 

In the 1870s and early 1880s when von Schénerer began to attract a 
national following, his determination to defend the underprivileged and 
exploited generally paralleled those of Vogelsang. However, von Schonerer’s 
humanitarianism was democratic-radical and forward looking rather than 
reactionary. His political activity was modern in much the same way that 
Bockel’s was. He used new devices and a new language to mobilize a part of 
the Austrian population against liberalism. The political servility, the respect 
for established authority that has been described as a principal failing of the 
educated middle classes in Germany did not characterize von Schonerer and 
his followers. However, for von Schonerer there was a problem with the radi- 
cal—-democratic notion of “one man, one vote,” since his idealized common 
man was an ordinary member of the German Volk, not a Czech or Pole, Italian 
or Slovene. In order to be consistent as a democratic radical he should have 
supported universal manhood suffrage; as a German nationalist that path was 
unattractive for the simple reason that Germans in Austria were not a majority. 
(Von Schonerer also suffered from a defect common among others on the left: 
a tendency to idealize the people in the abstract but distrust them in practice.) 

One of his preoccupations, and characteristically democratic—radical, was 
to abolish privilege (aristocratic, monarchical, clerical, or capitalistic). That 
preoccupation was itself related to the democratic—radical idealization of the 
small producer, the independent farmer, the artisan, and the shopkeeper — 
the “solid middle class,” or the Mittelstand. From such values emerged as well 
a suspicion of large concentrations of power or wealth, which in the Austrian 
context implied not only aristocrats but Jews, most notoriously the Roth- 
schilds. It is revealing, however, that in the initial stages of his intellectual and 
political development, von Schonerer worked in close association with radi- 
cal-democratic Jews, most notably Victor Adler and Heinrich Friedjung, both 
of whom later became social democrats. Hatred of Jews, in other words, does 
not appear to have been what initially awakened him to political activism. Anti- 
Semitism came later, but it is again hardly the case that his anti-Semitism was 
based on little direct familiarity with Jews. 

Extreme nationalism, verging into xenophobia, characterized other democ- 
ratic radicals in the nineteenth century. The Jacobins, not the conservative 
right, in France were the bellicose and extreme nationalist party until the turn 
of the century. A narrow and suspicious nationalism characterized Jacksonian 
democrats as well as the followers of William Cobbett in England, and Cobbett 
was himself a venomous anti-Semite. Obviously, extreme nationalism verging 
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into xenophobia in an area of extensive national mix posed larger problems 
than had to be faced in England or France. Who were the “foreigners” in Aus- 
tria — the Czechs, the Poles, the Italians, the Slovenes, the Jews? For von 
Schonerer and the Pan-German movement that rallied around him the 
answer was “all are — and especially the Jews.” In the beginning of his public 
activity, in the 1870s, von Schonerer’s humanitarian concerns, his struggle 
against privilege, and his ardent German nationalism found broad support on 
the extreme left. Jews on the left were also enemies of the Rothschilds, those 
internationalist supporters of the old aristocracy. Even when von Schonerer 
attacked liberals in Austria as “power-hungry, obsequious, and jewified,” many 
Jews committed to radical social reform did not object.*! 

In the early 1880s, particularly in the year 1882, the Austro-Hungarian 
Empire experienced an upsurge of popular hostility to Jews, much exceeding 
that in Germany, although not as physically violent as in pogrom-afflicted Rus- 
sia. The so-called Reformvereine (reform organizations) brought together rowdy 
artisans whose economic and social antipathies found expression in a particu- 
larly vulgar anti-Semitism: Posters, figurines, and jingles portrayed thick- 
lipped, large-nosed Jews in various undignified guises, often hanging from gal- 
lows. “By the end of 1882, virtually the entire handicraft-worker class had been 
converted to the idea that anti-Semitism was the answer to its problems.”? 

In some regards von Schonerer was a surprising figure to give leadership to 
this upsurge. He was a man of respectable background; the “Ritter” in his 
name was a noble title won by his father for service to the state, as an engineer 
for the railroads, where, ironically, he had worked closely with the Rothschilds. 
But the younger von Schonerer, in what might be interpreted as a rebellion 
against the world of his father, began to use language in attacking the Jews 
that went much beyond anything so far heard in respectable circles. He spoke 
in coarse and brutal tones, with violent threats and violent actions. 


The Disintegration of Democratic Radicalism 


In 1882 German-speaking democratic radicals in Austria met to approve 
the so-called Linz Program. It expressed a strong attack on privilege and 
demanded measures from the state to help the poor and vulnerable. It called 
for democratic suffrage, a progressive income tax, nationalization of the rail- 
roads, and old-age pensions. The program offered to the Slavic nationalities 
the option of accepting German identity or suffering the consequences of 
being classified as aliens. Considerable debate surrounded the issue of an 
“Aryan Paragraph,” but finally the question of whether Jews could aspire to 
true German nationality was left undecided. 


I Cf. Whiteside, Socialism of Fools, 8.4. 
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The year 1882 also saw a ritual murder trial in Hungary, followed by brawls 
and nots when the Jews in question were found innocent by the courts. Von 
Schonerer gave leadership to efforts to hound Jews out of democratic—radical 
caucuses, student fraternities, and various other political and social institutions. 
Jews who had been active in those areas were shocked and incredulous. It 
required some time for many of them to comprehend that their “Semitic race” 
disqualified them irremediably in the eyes of people like von Schonerer from 
becoming “real” Germans. They were informed that no matter how perfectly 
they spoke German, they remained Jews; their fundamentally Jewish-Semitic 
character, or essence, forever separated them from German—Aryans. 

The various strands of what promised for a short time to be a powerful radi- 
cal—democratic movement in Austria began to unravel after 1882. The Pan- 
German movement, led by von Schonerer, assumed an ever more aggressively 
racist stance. The Austrian Social Democratic Party, officially founded in 18809, 
rejected that stance and embraced secular universalism. A third major strand 
moved in the direction of Christian socialism, achieving great success in 
Vienna under Karl Lueger. The Pan-Germans thus found overriding meaning 
in race, the social democrats m social class, and the Christian socials in reli- 
gion. They all continued the democratic-radical practice of denouncing privi- 
lege in the various forms it assumed under the Habsburgs, and they retained a 
concern for the downtrodden, although they each reformulated their defini- 
tion of what “downtrodden” meant, or where it was most significant. 

For a time in the early 1880s von Schonerer captured the attention of the 
nation, although his movement remained quite small in relation to the major 
political groupings; even the Neue Freie Press described him as the “man of the 
hour.” He established broad and intimate contacts with artisans, peasants, and 
university students, obviously giving them a message they wanted to hear. It is 
interesting, however, that von Schonerer had little familiarity with the racist lit- 
erature of the nineteenth century. His ideas seem, as his biographer puts it, to 
have been “acquired by the mysterious osmosis through which intellectual 
abstractions are diffused throughout the non-reading population and become 
a ‘climate of opinion.’”%! 

But it would be facile to describe von Schonerer as infecting the Austrian 
masses with racist ideas. At most he played upon, intensified, and gave politi- 
cal focus to ideas and feelings that were emerging spontaneously in his own 
mind as well as in the minds of his followers. He conceivably gave to those 
ideas a more aggressive leadership than they might otherwise have found. Just 
as Stoecker in Germany discovered that anti-Semitic speeches were more 
enthusiastically attended than speeches devoted to Christian charity, so in 
Vienna von Schénerer was greeted by crowds chanting “it’s the Jews’ fault!” 
University students had obviously been formulating racist and anti-Semitic 
opinions before hearing von Schonerer’s speeches. Rather than being seen as 
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causing anti-Semitism, von Schdénerer, like Stoecker, Marr, or Treitschke, can 
be more properly described as responding to it. Similar remarks also hold for 
von Schénerer’s political style and organizational techniques. If, under his 
leadership, “politics in a new key” had emerged only in Austria, then perhaps 
he could be credited with a greater personal role. But mass politics, with all its 
reforming zeal, resentments, vulgarity, and new organizational devices was to 
be observed throughout western Europe and the United States in this period. 

Von Schonerer was nonetheless more intransigently racist than the great 
mass of people in Austria; his hate-filled paranoia was more extreme, more 
deeply rooted. Indeed, his dead seriousness in matters having to do with race 
put him in a problematic relationship with what might be termed a more 
authentic Austrian character. In that regard, von Schonerer’s unbounded 
admiration for Prussia and Prussian values is revealing, since the great mass of 
ordinary Austrians certainly did not share that admiration. Similar remarks 
hold concerning his hatred for the church, an institution that the Austrian 
masses never rejected in a similarly intransigent or fundamental way, nor were 
they anywhere near as hostile to the Habsburg dynasty as he was. He could 
“infect” the Austrian masses only in restricted ways; they did not really become 
like him however much some of them may have acclaimed him. 

It will also not do to describe von Schonerer as more Prussian in spirit than 
Austrian, for although he made much of his admiration of Prussian traditions, 
of Bismarck and the Junkers, his own style markedly differed from that of the 
Prussian elites, with their taste for law and order, for prudent and reserved 
behavior. By the early 1880s von Schénerer was emphatically shedding many 
of the beliefs that were part of the cluster of ideas associated with the Euro- 
pean left, but he was also distancing himself from certain characteristic beliefs 
of the traditionalist European right. For him race became a fundamental crite- 
rion for all civil rights. His taste for violent language and action, his anti- 
Catholic paganism, and his fanatical nationalism and anti-Semitism were simi- 
larly unacceptable to conservatives, especially Austrian ones. As Carl Schorske 
has commented, von Schonerer “might have succeeded as a Prussian Junker, 
but never as an Austrian cavalier. For the Austrian nobiliar tradition 
demanded a grace, a plasticity, and, one might add, a tolerance for the wrongs 
and ills of this world that were wholly foreign to von Sch6nerer’s make-up.”25 

In short, von Schonerer’s position “no longer fit neatly anywhere into the 
conventional Austrian political spectrum.”%¢ If one is to speak of proto-Nazis at 
this time, von Schonerer is a far more tenable example than Treitschke or 
Stoecker. Von Schonerer’s speeches grew in their wild intemperance. He 
threatened, intmidated, bullied. He resembled a raging bull, not a traditional 
European political leader of almost any variety. 
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For such reasons, experienced political leaders believed he offered no great 
threat to those who kept their head. And von Schonerer’s fanatical rage was 
self-destructive: It provoked endless factionalism, and his taste for violence 
soon landed him in trouble. He was repeatedly challenged to duels, and in 
1888 after he broke into the editorial offices of an offending Jewish-owned 
newspaper, he was stripped of his parliamentary immunity and then sentenced 
to serve a jail term. The Jew in question, who had himself earlier been sen- 
tenced to jail for libel against von Schonerer — and had fought a duel with him 
— happened to be a close friend of Crown Prince Rudolf.8” With his arrest, von 
Schonerer also lost his title of nobility. At approximately the same time, he 
and the Pan-German movement were subject to much ridicule when it 
became known that Frau von Schonerer had a Jewish great-grandfather. 

Von Schonerer’s greatest if transient political success was achieved in the 
debate over whether the Nordbahn railway lines should be nationalized. The 
stockholders of the Nordbahn were mostly Jews, prominently the Rothschilds. 
Von Schonerer and his followers attacked the liberals for their support of a 
renewal of the Nordbahn government contract, asserting that the “Jew news- 
papers” had sold out to Jewish financial interests. In the parliamentary 
debates, ardent Schonerites chanted “Down with parliament, down with the 
Nordbahn Jews, hei! Schonerer!” In the final compromise settlement, von 
Schonerer was widely viewed as a victor. The Neue Freie Press gave him credit for 
achieving the “first victory for the [common] people in the history of constitu- 
tional Austria.”38 

Such victories, however, were not typical or long-lived. The Pan-Germans 
were thrown into disarray in the late 1880s and early 1890s, as the authorities 
arrested many of their leaders. The League to Combat Anti-Semitism, 
founded in 1891 by the noted pacifist and subsequent (1905) recipient of the 
Nobel Peace Prize, Bertha von Suttner, attracted a broad Gentile membership, 
mostly among members of the educated upper bourgeoisie, such as Professor 
Hermann Nothnagel, but also among nationalist aristocrats who were put off 
by the vulgarity of the Pan-Germans, the “narrow beer-hall politics of the 
unshaven,” as one of them put it.39 A number of prominent clergymen and 
Catholic intellectuals, too, joined the League.*° These efforts by no means 
meant the end of political anti-Semitism in Austria, but its beginnings were 
hardly an unqualifiedly success. 


37 Schorske, Vienna, 131. 

38 Whiteside, Socialism of Fools, 111. 

39 Thid., 143. 

Jacques Kornberg, “Vienna, the 1890s: Jews in the Eyes of their Defenders (The Verein zur 
Abwehr des Antisemitismus) ,” Central European Iistory, vol. 28, n0. 2, 1995, 153-73- 


—=7 
France: 
Liberty, Equality, 
and Fraternity 


Jews, vomited from the ghettoes of Europe, are now 
installed as the masters of the historic houses that 
evoke the most glorious memories of ancient 
France. .. . Jews are the most powerful agents of dis- 
order the world has ever seen. (Edouard Dnimont) 


The Republic has governed in the interest of the 
Jews. ... It is... the Republic, which by raising Jew- 
ish power to new heights . . . has stirred up wishes for 
revenge. (Arthur Mayer) 


Jews are possessed by millenarian dreams inherited 
from the depths of Asia. . . . In whatever sphere he 
works the Jew carries with him the taste for destruc- 
tion, the thirst to dominate, the need to pursue an 
ideal, whether precise or confused. (Joseph Caillaux) 


Behind every fortune lies a crime. (Honoré de 
Balzac) 


The Evolution of French Jewry 
in the Nineteenth Century 


Just as many readers believe that Hitler picked up his anti-Semitism in 
Austria, so many will have read that in France occurred the most dramatic and 
influential outburst of anti-Semitism in a western country in the nineteenth 
century, in the famous Dreyfus Affair. Yet a comparison of the condition of 
Jews in the two countries offers some stark contrasts. France had long been 
unified and after the revolution was the model of a modern nation-state. 
Whatever the country’s many differences of political persuasion, what it meant 
to be truly French was far clearer than what an Austrian identity entailed, let 
alone a “pure Austrian” identity. Similarly, France had long been a great 
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nation — fa Grande Nation - “the” Great Nation, a source of pride for the 
French, whether monarchists or republicans, capitalists or socialists. National- 
ist insecurity, of the sort experienced by Germans, whether in Austria or Ger- 
many, was not typical in France. 

The French state was unified and highly centralized. There remained many 
regional differences, from the Bretons in the northwest to the Provengals of 
the southeast, but these differences were not institutionally part of the state. 
The language of instruction in all schools was French; it was also used in the 
law courts, in the army, and in all official proclamations. Less palpably, French 
national identity was emphatically “unitary,” the opposite of the polyglot, 
multinational identity of Austrians and Hungarians. Jewish identity, which in 
Austria was forced into awkward choices between Yiddish, German, or Magyar, 
in France had only one choice. Similarly, what it was to be French in a cultural 
sense was abundantly clear, and French Jews chose that model overwhelmingly 
and with relatively litte indecision. The residual Jewishness characteristic of 
German Jews in Austria, their tendency to live in separate social spheres, was 
far less to be seen in France. 

France had been the first European county to award civil equality to Jews, 
more than seventy years before it was granted to them in Germany and Aus- 
tria~Hungary. Throughout the early nineteenth century the legal position of 
Jews in France was widely envied by Jews in other countries. And not only the 
legal position: In much of central and eastern Europe, the common expression 
“to live like God in France” summed! it up; France was idealized as a secular par- 
adise of polished manners, fine food, intellectual sophistication, and joe de vivre. 

In the early 1880s the waves of popular hostility that Jews faced in central 
and eastern Europe had only weak counterparts in France. Throughout the 
century France was no stranger to popular uprisings or to harsh social and 
economic conflict. The country experienced a number of bloody episodes, 
most notably in the revolutionary upheavals of 1848 and again in 1871, but in 
none of these were Jews prominently attacked as being responsible for 
France’s troubles. Similarly, the Great Depression of the mid-1870s and 1880s 
had a smaller and less dramatic impact in France than in most of the rest of 
Europe, and its less serious effects were less often blamed on Jews. 

These remarks are not meant to suggest that French Jews faced no hostility 
in the early and middle years of the century. There was no shortage of French 
theorists of anti-Semitism and other forms of racism.! But scientific racism in 
these years remained a theory that attracted isolated intellectuals; it did not 
become part of French political life to the same degree that it did in German- 
speaking Europe of the 1880s. 
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The transformation of Jews in France into a prosperous bourgeoisie paral- 
leled that in central Europe, but France’s significantly smaller Jewish popula- 
tion made the rise of the Jews less noticeable and less threatening. The total 
population of French Jews, approximately 75,000 toward the end of the cen- 
tury and concentrated largely in Paris and the northeastern departments, 
grew at a rate that was about the same as the French population as a whole, 
which stood at 39 million in the 1890s. The percentage of Jews in France 
toward the end of the century ranged from 0.1 to 0.2 percent of the total 
population.” 

France’s Jewish population was about one-tenth that of Germany, one-fifti- 
eth that of Austria-Hungary. In Russta’s western regions Jews were about one 
hundred times more numerous in relation to the Gentile population than in 
France. Had France’s Jews by the late nineteenth century wanted to main- 
tain a strictly separate identity — which most certainly did not — such an iden- 

_ would have been far more difficult than in central and eastern Europe 
simply because Jews in France were overwhelmed by the sheer numbers of 
Gentiles.’ 

The allures of assimilation in France and the pressures to conform cultur- 
ally were greater not only because of the prestige and hospitality of French civ- 
ilization, as compared with many of the cultures of central and eastern 
Europe, but also because French cultural style was highly “integral.” That is, in 
France cultural pluralism was firmly discouraged; there was only one “permis- 
sible” cultural model. Paris stood as the unquestioned center of French life, 
not only politically and administratively but in nearly every other sense, and its 
spirit massively dominated France’s cultural life. The belief expounded by 
influential Americans by the early twentieth century that each immigrant 
group had a special gift or contribution to make to American culture found 
few parallels in France. There was similarly almost no talk of cultural synthesis 
between Jews and the French, comparable to the remarks of Mommsen or 
Cohen in Germany. Claims such as those made by Graetz that German philos- 
ophy and literature owed an overwhelming debt to Jews were simply unthink- 
able in regard to France. 

Insofar as a separate Jewish identity remained for French Jews, it was a most 
elusive matter. Their internal divisions, along lines of class and political 
fidelity, appeared to most French Jews to be more significant than divisions 
they felt in relation to non-Jews. Many contended that there was no Jewish 
“community” in the way that one could speak of such a community in Ger- 
many, Austria-Hungary, or Russia. Similarly, the “solidarity of the Jewish race,” 
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emphasized by some Jews and by anti-Semites, was hard to discern in France. 
One French Jew remarked that although he and his family belonged to Jewish 
organizations of various sorts, his uncle was “incapable of reciting Kaddish by 
his father’s coffin, as I was myself incapable of reciting it by his. My father, who 
would have thought it dishonorable to have had me baptized, would have 
thought it stupid to have me fast at Yom Kippur.”4 

By the fifth and sixth decades of the century French Jews began to enter 
the liberal professions in impressive numbers. They also began to reach the 
middle and upper echelons of the government, in smaller absolute numbers 
than in Austria-Hungary but still disproportionately large in relation to the 
Jewish population of France. By the 1880s French Jews began to make a widely 
noted appearance in fashionable circles. One contemporary wrote, “today 
[1885], the barons of Israel represent luxury... charity ... the arts... the 
smart set... fashion’s latest style.”5 

Even the military in France enrolled a surprisingly large number of Jewish 
officers (the figure of 300 was often mentioned by the early 1890s, of whom 
ten were generals). Indeed, in spite of the reputation of the French army as a 
haven for right-wing nationalists and monarchists, the Jewish percentage 
among regular officers was consistently at around 3 percent from the 1860s to 
the eve of World War I.” Jews no doubt encountered prejudice in the ranks of 
the French military, but such figures suggest that those Jews who desired a 
career in the French military did not face overwhelming obstacles. 

Jews came from eastern Europe to France in small numbers during the 
1870s and 1880s. There was a more significant influx of Jews, around 10,000, 
out of Alsace and Lorraine, mostly to Paris, after those provinces were 
annexed to Germany in 1871. Resentments were directed at these new arrivals 
by parts of the Parisian population, but these were Jews who had grown up as 
French citizens and who were, after all, leaving the newly expanded German 
Empire in order to remain in France and were less likely to incur resentment 
than those of foreign origin. 

In the early 1890s rising numbers of Jews from eastern Europe began to 
arrive in Paris, settling in a number of immigrant neighborhoods,’ but their 
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numbers, not much more than 10,000, were insignificant compared with 
those arriving in other capitals at the same time. Predictably, most French 
Jews, those who had been citizens since the revolution, were at least as con- 
temptuous of these “primitive” eastern Europeans as were acculturated Hun- 
garian or German Jews. Charles Péguy, a Catholic man of letters who had 
many cordial contacts with Jews, commented that anti-Semitic feelings were to 
be found among three-quarters of the French Jewish upper bourgeoisie, 
among half of the Jewish middle bourgeoisie, and among one-third of the Jew- 
ish petty bourgeoisie.® 

Julien Benda, a prominent French intellectual of Jewish background, 
described the eastern Jews as “blind preservers of a set of customs that have 
lost their meaning.” Bernard Lazare, also of Jewish (Sephardic) background, 
earlier made a distinction between “Jews” (the Osttuden) and “Israelites” 
(western, assimilated Jews). He felt nothing in common with the former; 
they were “predatory Tartars, coarse and dirty. .. . Everywhere, up to the pre- 
sent time, the Jew has been an unsociable being. . . . The Jewish nation is 
small and miserable . . . demoralized and corrupted by an unjustifiable 
pride.”!° 

Prominent and highly successful French Jews, such as the eminent sociolo- 
gist Emile Durkheim or the man of letters Daniel Halévy spoke of the 
“defects” and “tainted idiosyncrasies” of their “race.”!! When newspapers asso- 
ciated with Jewish organizations began to publish articles that openly cele- 
brated the successes of French Jews, a number of those Jews objected. They 
wanted recognition as successful French citizens, not specifically as Jews.!? 

In the early part of the nineteenth century, conversions by Jews to Chris- 
tianity were fairly common in France, as they were in central Europe.!3 But 
even those French Jews who did not convert to Christianity still typically 
expressed a sense of relief at being free of the confinements of traditional 
belief. Halévy wrote, “how happy I am to have left that hell, to have escaped 
from Judaism.”!+ Solomon Reinach similarly complained that “at a time when 
the progress of science and consciousness has done everything to bring men 
together, the ritualism of the Jews isolates them. . . . It gives credit to the 
deceitful idea that the Jews are strangers among nations.”!5 

French Jews excelled in the realm of the intellect, a matter of no little sig- 
nificance in a country where intellectuals enjoyed a peculiar prestige. At the 
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lycées (the French elite secondary schools), Jewish students were represented 
well beyond their relative numbers. One alumnus of the lycées recalled that 


the Jewish boys topped the list. They understood all the problems, handed in the 
best compositions, and collected most of the prizes at the end of the year. There 
was no vying with them; they were far ahead of us, and even offered to coach us 
during recreation hours. Math, languages, literature, everything seemed their 
forte.!6 


The Third Republic and the Jews 


From the ruins of the Second Empire the Third Republic emerged 
uncertainly in the early 1870s. A republican constitution was accepted by the 
nauonal assembly in 1875, but the republican form of government was at first 
not popular, especially in the countryside, where monarchist sympathies pre- 
vailed. A republic with a conservative constitution was finally acceptable as the 
form of government that divided the French least. Most monarchists contin- 
ued to consider the republic a temporary expedient, until the monarchy 
could be reestablished. 

The political struggles of 1871 to 1875 worked themselves out with little 
reference to the Jews, whose civil equality was not at issue in the debates con- 
cerning the new constitution. The upward mobility of French Jews in the 
1870s and 1880s continued at a rapid pace, whereas the tendency of Jews in 
France to identify with what a noted French scholar has termed the “party of 
movement,” as distinguished from the “party of order,” became ever more 
pronounced.!7 In the 1870s and 1880s many French Jews supported the so- 
called Opportunist party, headed by Léon Gambetta. This support was 
mostly as advisers and as behind-the-scene financial supporters, not as 
elected political leaders. As voters their numbers were too small and too scat- 
tered to be of real significance, even in Paris, where the largest concentra- 
tion of Jews in France was to be found (ca. 40,000 of the 70,000 in France as 
a whole). 

Gambetta had been a fiery radical and intransigent nationalist, but in the 
years following the war he moved toward the political center (thus the term 
Opportunist). In so doing he earned the gratitude of those who yearned for an 
end to the unrest of the preceding years. Those Jews who rallied to Gambetta’s 
banners were mostly of the propertied bourgeoisie; they found him attractive 
in large part because he was an effective opponent of the extreme left, yet he 
was no reactionary. The French night, traditionalist, monarchist, and Catholic, 
was perceived by most French Jews as unfriendly to their aspirations, although 
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a few extremely rich Jews,’such as the French branch of Rothschilds, moved in 
monarchist circles, as did a few Jewish artists and intellectuals. 

To the dismay of the monarchists, the Third Republic, a mere temporary 
expedient in their minds, slowly began to win wider popular support. Simi- 
larly, republicans gradually displaced the older monarchist and bonapartist 
cadres in the civil service and government bureaucracy. This displacement 
entailed a change in social class as well, from aristocrats to bourgeoisie, and in 
religion, from Catholic to Protestant or nonbeliever — or Jew. Many monar- 
chists in the French civil service retired to their country estates in disgust or 
disgruntlement. 


The Rise of the Jews 
and the Dilemmas of Modernism 


The growing importance of Jews in the new republican establishment 
was different in nature from the older connections that Jewish financiers had 
established with kings and emperors in the earlier part of the century, but as 
the republic grew in popular support in the late 1870s and early 1880s, its 
enemies professed to see a connection between the long-standing power of 
the Rothschilds and that of the newly important Jews among the Opportunists. 
Anti-Semites warned about the “Jewish Syndicate,” a purported clandestine 
organization that worked behind the cover of the Alliance Israélite Uni- 
verselle, which had been formed in 1860 to protect and educate Jews outside 
of France. Enemies of the republic were similarly inclined to see rising Jewish 
power in terms of a growing foreign influence inside France. Jewish immi- 
grants from Germany were particularly resented, at a time when the new Ger- 
man Reich loomed as a continuing major threat to France. 

Fantasies aside, the Rothschilds had undeniably built up an imposing finan- 
cial empire in France, Germany, Austria, and Great Britain, an empire that was 
widely discussed by the general public, non-Jewish and Jewish. The spectacular 
ascent of the French branch and their unmistakable German origin made 
them a perfect symbol for those who harbored visions of a foreign threat. 

The Rothschilds made a near fetish of privacy and secrecy and of keeping 
their power within the family. But they also eagerly sought out public honors 
and titles of nobility, much as did Bleichroder in Germany. Their purchase of 
the Hotel Talleyrand, overlooking the Place de la Concorde in Paris, was for 
some French citizens an unbearable symbol of foreign, Jewish money, pushing 
aside the older, genuinely French elites. The Alliance Israélite Universelle also 
operated clandestinely at mes. The belief of anti-Semites in France about Jew- 
ish secretiveness was based on a real secretiveness of some highly placed and 
influential Jews. What anti-Semites suspected was not so much pure fantasy as a 
malicious if plausible exaggeration, since solid facts were hard to come by. 
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The belief by older elites in the rise of the newly moneyed classes was also 
exaggerated. France’s rate of economic growth was more gradual and less dis- 
ruptive of traditional society than was the case in Germany or the United 
States. However, this gradual rate of growth entailed another kind of concern. 
The French began to worry that lacking the economic dynamism of other 
leading countries, they were being left behind. From its position as the second 
industrial power in Europe early in the century, France dropped to fourth 
place, passed by both Germany and Russia on the eve of World War I. More- 
over, the deceleration of France’s economy in the 1880s (from a 1.6 percent 
growth rate in the previous decade to 0.6 percent) was due in large part to the 
ravages of foreign competition, German and American prominently.'® French 
population growth also lagged behind nearly all other European countries, 
finally an even greater source of anxiety than industrial stagnation. 

France was rich in natural resources and enjoyed an unusually well-bal- 
anced economy, but much of its population continued to live in the country- 
side and in small towns, remaining attached to premodern, small-scale pro- 
duction, with an emphasis on handicrafts, not factory production. The French 
typically took pride in quality production — high fashion, perfumes, fine wines, 
objets d’art — in contrast to the mass-produced goods that were ever more typi- 
cal of America or Germany. Small towns and villages, independent peasants 
and artisans rather than industrial cities and proletarianized masses character- 
ized France: The survival of the Third Republic from 1875 to 1914 clearly had 
something to do with these persisting social and economic realities, for the 
“little man” in France increasingly supported the republic. 

But this was an age in which the little man was everywhere under attack, 
and the middle and lower-middle classes in France saw many dangers on the 
horizon. France’s defeat by Prussia in 1870-1871 supported the potent sym- 
bolism of a rising Germany and a declining France. France’s centuries-old 
antagonist, England, was also outstripping the country in material wealth and 
military power. Across the seas, the United States represented another kind of 
vague threat; “americanization” became a dirty word for the French right, and 
indeed for many cultured Frenchmen. 


The Political Crises and Scandals of the 1880s 


Those on the right did not believe that the republic could lead France 
effectively in these threatening times, a belief that was buttressed by a series 
of scandals in the 1880s. France seemed, in historian Eugen Weber’s words, 
in a state of “endless crisis.”!? One such crisis involved Jews only indirectly but 
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powerfully nonetheless. From 1879 to 1886 a highly controversial body of leg- 
islation, known as the Ferry Laws, was intvoduced. These laws sought to estab- 
lish secular control over primary education and to expand the scope of that 
education, consistent with liberal—secularist goals. In removing primary educa- 
tion from the control of the Catholic Church, the Ferry Laws were designed to 
help modernize the countryside, liberating the minds of the peasants, so to 
speak, by providing them with a secular-republican education. Although the 
excitement over these laws did not quite assume the dimensions of Bismarck’s 
Kulturkampf, the issues and political forces involved were broadly similar. 

French Jews, like German Jews, generally joined the ranks of those who 
wanted to remove public education from the control of the Catholic Church. 
French Catholics were not particularly concerned about the principle of 
minority rights in education; being Catholic was in their minds an integral 
part of French identity. In Germany the issue of modernizing education and 
putting it under state control took on a Lutheran and still a Christian aura, 
whereas in France the supporters of the Ferry Laws were often vehemently 
anticlerical. Since many French Jews supported these enemies of organized 
religion, they could be presented more plausibly as anti-Christian and antireli- 
gious — again, “destroyers.” 

French Catholics began to feel besieged under the Third Republic. It was, 
they believed, increasingly dominated by atheists, secularists, and Jews, all of 
whom had set out to de-Chnistianize France. There were elements of exaggera- 
tion in that behef, but in truth many of the leaders of the Third Republic had 
explicitly set out to undermine the Catholic Church, which they considered an 
enemy of progress — which it was. Many traditional Catholics, for their part, 
regarded the republic as corrupt, quarrelsome, and venal, led by often reck- 
lessly ambitious politicians — which it was.2° More disputable, although also cor- 
responding to reality in a number of documented cases was the belief of many 
traditional Catholics that the republic's leaders were in the pay of Jews. A story 
circulated, of doubtful authenticity but still indicative of what some French 
Catholics feared, that at a banquet given by the Rothschilds, Gambetta, “heated 
by wine,” had said that “the priest is the past, the Jew is the future.”2! The distin- 
guished historian of France, D. W. Brogan, has written that by the 1880s 


In certain parts of the administration, it was rare to find a practising Catholic in a 
position of power. A Jewish prefect could, with impunity, observe Passover, but a pre- 
fect who was openly zealous in the observation of Easter might find himself under 
violent attack from a paper like the Lanterne, whose main stock in trade was anti-cler- 
ical scurnility and whose editor was a Jew, the great “priest-eater,” Eugéne Mayer.22 
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Jewish testimony of these years speaks of how some French Jews believed 
the future belonged to them; as a superior people they had a “destiny” to rise, 
to assume greater power. Non-Jews like Emile Zola or André Gide reported 
much the same impressions in regard to many Jews they encountered.?% Lead- 
ers of the Alliance Israélite Universelle warned its members against “arro- 
gance,” yet still implicitly accepted, often in the social Darwinian language cur- 
rent at the time, the notion of Jewish superiority.”4 

The financial scandals of the 1880s in France undeniably involved Jewish 
culprits. One of the most famous of those scandals involved the Union 
générale, a bank that Catholic financiers had established with the explicit 
goal of allowing Catholic investors to avoid Jewish and Protestant banks. 
After promising beginnings, the new enterprise collapsed in 1882, ruining 
many small Catholic investors. It was widely believed that the fledgling bank 
had been done in by the Rothschilds, with whom it was for a time in fierce 
competition.2® Newspapers exploited the issue, and the directors of the bank 
were quick to blame the Jews in order to cover up their own mismanage- 
ment. Few doubted at any rate that the Rothschilds could be ruthless when 
challenged.°6 

Zola was France’s most famous novelist at this time, an enemy of the tradi- 
tional right. That such a man shared the apprehensions of the period about 
the rise of Jewish power suggests how much that sort of anti-Jewish suspicion 
cut across the political spectrum. Even Friedrich Engels was put off by the 
activities of Jewish financiers in France. He commented, “I begin to under- 
stand French anti-Semitism when I see how many Jews of Polish origin and 
German names intrude themselves everywhere.”?’ Lucien Wolf, the 
Anglo-Jewish activist, famous for his efforts on behalf of Russian Jewry, simt- 
larly observed how the “obnoxiousness of [the] Jewish element” of the French 
bourgeoisie was accentuated by the German origin of a number of its promi- 
nent members.*8 


Nascent Political Anti-Semitism: The Boulangists 


According to historian Zeev Sternhell, it was with the Boulangist move- 
ment of the late 1880s that the “mobilizing power and . . . revolutionary 
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force” of popular anti-Semitism in France began to be realized.*? Undoubt- 
edly, many of those Frenchmen whg believed that the republic could never 
bring France back to unity and glory were inclined to look to a Man on 
Horseback. A strong-man could heal France’s wounds and vanquish the 
state’s enemies. After the revolutions of 1789 and 1848, just such men, 
Napoleon and then his nephew, Napoleon III, had overthrown the first and 
second republics and introduced authoritarian regimes. General Boulanger 
seemed to some to be a possible savior, a new Napoleon. 

He had at first been a protégé of the Opportunists and had, as minister of 
war, Introduced a number of well-conceived reforms, including better food, 
more comfortable barracks, and new weapons. He won a dazzling popularity 
with the common people through military parades and patriotic speeches that 
emphasized the need to stand up to the Germans. He attracted workers and 
shopkeepers who had been up to that point followers of the Radical Party (the 
republican left), yet he also won the support of wealthy conservatives. In many 
areas the notables of rural France, who represented an “old-fashioned political 
style of personal influence and aristocratic prestige,”*° lost influence in com- 
pettion with the Boulangists. Although he repeatedly proclaimed his attach- 
ment to republican principles, Boulanger secretly accepted funds from the 
monarchists and the bonapartists. He retained an American political adviser 
and used “American” methods, or what has been called, in the French termi- 
nology of the day, political “burlesque” — songs, poems, broadsheets, raucous 
demonstrations.*! Most historians have since termed these methods simply 
“modern,” but some have detected protofascist elements in them. Undoubt- 
edly, in the way that General Boulanger was able, through public pageantry, to 
put together an improbable alliance of old elites and a volatile, resentful pop- 
ulace, he did resemble Mussolini or Hitler. 

Historians have questioned, however, the importance of anti-Semitism in 
the Boulangist movement.** It was rumored that he had promised he would 
get rid of the many Jewish public officials who had been appointed by Gam- 
betta, if he were to come to power. However, such rumors were almost cer- 
tainly spread by the anti-Semites in Boulanger’s entourage. He was not an anti- 
Semite and did not disguise his distaste for some of the more prominent 
French anti-Semites of the day, even though he was willing to accept their sup- 
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port.*3 Several Jews were prominent in the Boulangist movement and were the 
general’s personal friends. He never used anti-Semitism as a political device in 
his campaigns.*4 

Sull, there were a number of anti-Semites among leading Boulangists, and 
many of them would be active in the anti-Semitic movement that emerged 
out of the Dreyfus Affair a decade later. Their greatest successes, revealingly, 
both at the time of the Boulangist agitation in 1889-1890 and a decade later 
were in the Paris region, particularly among the shopkeepers and small mer- 
chants of the capital. It was in such strata that the encroachments of eco- 
nomic modernization were particularly apparent. There, too, the threat of 
modernism in a more general sense was the subject of open discussion and 
agitation. 

From the 1860s on Parisians witnessed extensive changes. Many of the 
older quartiers were demolished in order to build the spacious grands boule- 
vards and the new railway stations, themselves potent symbols of moderniza- 
tion. These changes not only forced many centercity residents to the sub- 
urbs but also transformed the patterns of economic activity within the city. 
Department stores (grands magasins) became prominent, offering an unwel- 
come competition to small merchants. Shopkeepers “watched once prosper- 
ous businesses wither as, not a hundred feet away, boulevard boutiques and 
department stores did a booming trade.” They believed that “outsiders,” 
non-Parisians, were bringing a ruinous competition to the city. “Foreigners, 
cosmopolitans and Jews were infiltrating the world of commerce from every 
side.” 

The complaints ranged beyond charges of destructive competition. Organi- 
zations representing small business drew a picture of an invasion of mass-pro- 
duced, shoddy merchandise; of a new architecture, inhuman in scale — of 
which the detested Eiffel Tower came to serve as a symbol - and of faceless 
crowds in the boulevards. Some even attributed the moral decline of the day 
to the frenzied atmosphere within the department stores, which encouraged 
kleptomania and an unhealthy mixing of the sexes. Quality merchandise, 
hand work, and artistry were being driven from Paris, they claimed. The 
charm and calm of the old quartiers, the very heart of Paris, could not survive. 

Shopkeepers harbored hopes that Boulanger would come to their rescue 
by introducing legislation that would protect the little man. In the course of 
the 1880s owners of small businesses had come to feel neglected by the Radi- 
cal Party, which they had until then supported. At the same time, they began 
to sense a new hostility to them on the part of the working class, increasingly 
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organized into militant trade unions and socialist parties. The Opportunists, 
to the right of the Radicals, had dismissed the petite bourgeoisie as doomed 
to disappear from the modern scene. Members of that class thus felt threat- 
ened from large-scale production and from organized labor, from above and 
below. 

Yet, it is not justified to dismiss the shopkeepers of Paris as people who were 
acting irrationally or who were willing to throw themselves into the hands of 
reactionary demagogues who offered anti-Semitic nostrums. Parisian shop- 
keepers were undoubtedly attracted to antu-Semitism, but they were not con- 
sumed by it. They had been up to this point among the staunchest supporters 
of the republic and believers in the ideals of the revolution, of hberty, equality, 
and fraternity. They were reticent to join the ranks of those on the right, 
whom they had heretofore considered their worst enemies. The Boulangist 
movement did not present itself to them as reactionary but rather as progres- 
sive in important ways. Shopkeepers attacked contemporary economic devel- 
opments in the progressive language of Radical republicanism: The depart- 
ment stores represented a “new feudalism,” a new and dangerous con- 
centration of wealth and power. These monstrosities threatened to ruin the ht- 
tle man, the small property owner who was the mainstay of republican democ- 
racy and an egalitarian society. The new factories and the new collectivist orga- 
nizations of the working class also posed a threat because of their 
concentration of power, because of the way that they undermined self-suffi- 
ciency and independence. Such ideals were as central to American democracy 
of the time as they were to the republican shopkeepers of Paris. 

The old order of kings, nobles, and privileged orders did not much attract 
these shopkeepers, who continued to believe in an open society, upward 
mobility, equality before the law, and free, republican institutions. They were 
unquestionably afflicted by a xenophobic fear of menacing outsiders, but their 
hostility to Jews was fed not only from xenophobia but also from the Radical 
hatred of privilege and concentrated power. Jews represented to them the fab- 
ulously wealthy and privileged, or the newly rich owners of factories and 
department stores, ruinous to the littke man and threatening to the future of 
the republic. The parallels with Vienna are remarkable, as are the broader 
parallels with the Mittelstand in German-speaking Europe as a whole. Still, 
there were important differences in France. 

The volkisch racism of central Europe had relatively little popular appeal 
for the French. Nor did the charge, again common in central and eastern 
Europe, that Jews were the inspirers of collectivist socialism gain much cre- 
dence in France at this time. Eastern European Jews in Paris had begun to 
make themselves felt as peddlers — unwelcome competitors, to be sure, vulner- 
able to charges of introducing cheap and shoddy merchandise — but their 
numbers were still too small to present a major problem. Much the same 
might be said about Jewish revolutionaries from Russia; they were the subject 
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of suspicion but were not yet numerous enough to cause widespread alarm. 
All of these issues had potential, but as yet that potential in France was real- 
ized less than in central Europe. They had not been effectively tied together 
and widely propagated through a racist ideology that could make the Roth- 
schilds, the Jewish department store or factory owner, the peddler, and the rev- 
olutionary socialist all part of a single threat, the threat of the destructive Jew- 
ish race. 

These words are not meant to suggest that even in German-speaking cen- 
tral Europe such an ideology had reached a coherent and widely effective 
form, but the process was further advanced there. Boulangism at first 
appeared to have potential as such an ideology, but the movement collapsed 
ignominiously. The anti-Semitic organizations that began to form in the ranks 
of the Boulangists also fell apart. Boulanger, in exile, committed suicide at the 
grave of his mistress. The republican establishment, so suddenly threatened by 
the wave of Boulangist agitation in 1889-1 890, breathed a sigh of relief. 

Some have seen the Boulangist movement as a rehearsal for the ant- 
Semitic movement of the late 1890s in France,*® but others have pointed to 
important differences between Boulangism and the anti-Dreyfusards, differ- 
ences in leadership, in following, and in ideology.?? While a number of 
Boulangists did become anti-Dreyfusards, a large number also became defend- 
ers of Dreyfus. The workers who voted in such surprising numbers for 
Boulanger in 1889 moved, after the movement collapsed, not to the right but 
to the left, into the ranks of the socialists. The Parisian shopkeepers, too, by 
no means moved directly into the camp of the reactionaries. 

At any rate, from the standpoint of the Opportunists and their Jewish sup- 
porters, the republic had survived another storm. Jews could more confidently 
reaffirm their long-standing beliefs that ant-Semitism had no staying power in 
France. Non-Jewish republicans in France, as well, took pride that in their 
country the backward-looking bigotry of central European racists had failed to 
gain the support of the French masses. 


The Assumptionists 


Anti-Jewish, anti-modern feelings were building in other areas, outside 
Paris, and they found other champions. A rural counteroffensive against the 
secular republic was under way in these years, one self-consciously distinct 
from developments in Paris but part of the larger Catholic struggle against 
modern trends. Combating the Ferry Laws became a special concern of the 
recently created Assumptionist Order. In addition, its members took upon 
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themselves the special task of struggling against Jewish influence. In a state- 
ment that graphically reflected the order’s viewpoint, one of its leaders 
declared that God had allowed the’modern church to suffer like Christ him- 
self, “to be betrayed, sold, jeered at, beaten, covered with spittle, and crucified 
by the Jews.”*8 

The Assumptionists published a newspaper, La Croix (The Cross), that 
aggressively forwarded Catholic-traditionalist ideas but that was edited and 
marketed in a modern way, seeking to reach the Catholic peasant masses by 
new means.*9 La Croix was only one of many newspapers that appeared in 
France in the 1880s, and many of them propagated anti-Semitic imagery of 
one sort or another.*° Particularly in the rural areas of France, Catholics who 
had not regularly read a newspaper now got their information from La Croix 
much as Hessian peasants began reading the newspapers published by Bockel. 
The Assumptionists contributed to the tendency of many devout French 
Catholics in these years to retreat into an intellectual and cultural ghetto. 
Such tendencies in turn meshed with a resurgent popular fundamentalism 
among French Catholics of the late nineteenth century. They showed a 
renewed interest in miracles, prophesies, and relics. This was a time, for exam- 
ple, when the Lourdes cult flourished.*! 

Most Jewish observers in the 1880s were not particularly alarmed over the 
activities of La Croix and the Catholic fundamentalists. French Jews tended to 
dismiss anti-Semitism, whether religious or racial, as alien to the modern 
French spirit. Jew-hatred seemed endemic in Russia, and still strong in central 
Europe, but in France anti-Semitism was harbored only by a few reactionaries, 
whose numbers and power were dwindling, by a fanatical wing of Catholicism, 
whose activities were being curbed by the state, or by the ignorant mob, which 
was gradually disappearing through education and a rising standard of living. 
Time was on the side of the Jews, and on the side of enlightenment, reason, 
and justice. 

Peasant anti-Semitism had not yet much developed in France. The implica- 
tion, found in many histories, that the agitation of the Assumptionists played 
an important role in the Dreyfus Affair, for example, is questionable. The 
Assumptionists represented a certain provincial mentality of the time, but in 
Paris they attracted almost no following. More broadly, anti-Semitism among 
peasants throughout Europe, whether in France or in Russia, remains a rela- 
tively ill-understood phenomenon. As a modern racist ideology it had little 
appeal, or meaning, to peasants. 
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Anti-Semitic Ideology and Movement: 
Toussenel, Barres, Drumont 


Jew-hatred was relatively weak in France, but there is lite question that 
the ideology of modern anti-Semitism was maturing and becoming attuned to 
special French sensibilities by the early nineties. The explosive popular appeal 
of anti-Semitism by the end of the decade, and even more the extent to which 
anti-Semitic imagery seems to have been accepted by a wide range of educated 
French citizens by that time, must be understood not only in terms of the eco- 
nomic, social, and religious developments so far mentioned but also in the 
productions of a number of theorists. 

As early as the 1840s a flood of both theoretical and polemical works aimed 
at exposing the Rothschilds and denouncing all they symbolized had appeared 
in France. One of these, reprinted in the 1880s, is worth special attention, for 
it exercised an obvious influence on the most prominent anti-Semites of those 
years. Alphonse de Toussenel (1809-1855), a follower of Fourier, developed 
what might be termed an aristocratic and aesthetic — or even environmentalist 
— variety of socialism. His many books on nature and wildlife enjoyed a great 
popularity throughout the century; he was called the “Balzac of the natural 
world.” He evoked with considerable power the fear that his beauuful home- 
land, la belle France, was being irreparably spoiled — ravaged by railroads, ugly 
smoking factories, and characterless industrial cities. Toussenel saw the 
destruction of pristine nature as primarily the work of foreigners, to a large 
degree Jews, capitalists and industrialists who had contempt for the common 
people, no feeling for the land, and no deep roots in the country, and who 
were consumed by the egoistic pursuit of profit. 

In his book The Jews, Kings of the Epoch (first published in 1845), Toussenel 
lamented the role of Jews in France in terms that were based on long-stand- 
ing or traditional perceptions of Jews, even on Jewish self-perception, dating 
back to ancient times. He described the Jews as a people who had lost a feel- 
ing for the beauties of nature. For thousands of years, he observed, Jews had 
not worked the land or hunted in the forests. Instead, they had cooped them- 
selves up in dank, airless rooms, poring over talmudic tomes, and in those 
very works was to be found a fundamental suspicion of the natural world. The 
livelihood of Jews for thousands of years was similarly not one that involved 
the world of soil, open air, animals, forests, and mountains. Rather it was an 
urban world, of money, profit, calculation, and financial enterprise. In mod- 
ern times Jewish capitalists were ravaging the countryside, polluting the nat- 
ural world, ruining the honest, hardworking artisan and peasant, all in the 
service of capital accumulation, greed, and profit. Modern railways, financed 
by Jews, were violating the pristine fields and pastures; factorics were fouling 
the air. 

Toussenel’s portrayal of Jews was not based on biological racism but rather 
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on historical-cultural factors. He also bitterly attacked French Protestant capi- 
talists, especially the “foreign” ones based in Geneva. As he put it, even the Eng- 
lish and Dutch “who profess the same contempt as does the Jew for the laws of 
justice and the rights of the workers” were Jews without the name.” Similarly, 
Toussenel was talking about real issues, however questionable his presentation 
of them, not fantasies. His ideas meshed nicely with those that argued that 
Aryans were at home in nature, whereas the Semites were unnatural, locked 
into messianic visions and alien ideals designed to destroy the peoples among 
whom they lived. Moreover, in combining anticapitalist, antibourgeois themes 
with those of an aesthetic preference for traditional production of artisans and 
for the beauties of the precapitalist natural world, Toussenel’s writings spoke to 
both right and left, and contributed to an emerging “new right,” or “revolu- 
tionary right,” in France at the end of the nineteenth century. This kind of aes- 
thetic anti-Semitism would be a key characteristic of that new right. 

Maurice Barrés (1862-1923), a novelist and poet, was a leading Boulangist 
and theorist of the new right. His graceful, lyrical prose earned almost univer- 
sal admiration and a place in the Académie Frangaise. Some indication of his 
stature may be gained from the comment in the memoirs of Léon Blum, a lit- 
erary dandy in the 1890s who would serve as France’s first Jewish prime minis- 
ter in 1936. He wrote that “for me Barrés was not only the master but the 
guide; we formed a school around him, almost a court.” Blum, significantly, 
approached Barrés at the beginning of the Dreyfus Affair, absolutely certain 
that his “master” would support Dreyfus. Barrés demurred, saying that the case 
was too uncertain, and when faced with such uncertainty he relied upon “the 
national instinct.” 

Barres, like Toussenel, is interesting not only because of the subtlety of his 
intellect but also because his anti-Semitism was focused on real issues and 
rarely, if ever, partook of the more fantastic ravings of the radical wings of the 
anti-Semitic movement. Even the racism that came to play an ever larger role 
in his thought was more cultural—historical than biological or genetic. He was 
able to have Jewish friends and admirers, like Blum, and even later to con- 
clude, witnessing the patriotism of French Jews during World War I that the 
Jews could be considered part of the legitimate French family. 

The Boulangist excitements helped to interest Barrés in anti-Semitism, 
which he openly described as attractive because it might bind together left 
and right, the oppressed lower classes and the privileged upper classes. In 
Boulangism, he reasoned, was hope for a national reconciliation of a much 
divided French people. But Barrés linked his sense of the unbridgeable for- 
eignness of Jews with attention to real issues. In complaining, for example, 
that the numbers of Jews in the republican government “infinitely exceeded” 
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what they would have been if proportionate to the Jewish population of 
France, he was referring to a disproportion that both Jews and philo-Semites 
openly recognized — indeed, some took pride in it. 

Such observers were naturally less willing to accept his claim that Jewish 
money was regularly used to obtain government appointments and other 
privileges, and of course they could only angrily reject his charge that the 
republic was “enslaved” by the “Semites.”4! But the point is not that Barrés’s 
beliefs were free of exaggeration but rather that he was addressing real issues; 
his vision of Jews in France was not a total fantasy. His ability to speak to the 
concerns of traditional French citizens regarding the turn that modern 
French life was taking - how that turn benefited Jews, attached as they were 
to commerce and industry, but hurt French workers in traditional occupa- 
tions — built upon undeniably real trends. Factories, railroads, and depart 
ment stores were of course not uniquely “Semitic” in inspiration or owner- 
ship, and neither Toussenel or Barrés claimed that they were. But Jews were 
disproportionately involved in them and benefited from them more than 
French people of traditional backgrounds. 

Toussenel and Barrés were joined by crude demagogues and men who dis- 
covered new careers in anti-Semitism after having failed repeatedly in others. 
The most famous of them was Edouard Drumont (1844-1917), who in 1886 
published La France juive (Jewish France). It became a runaway best-seller, 
going through a hundred printings in one year, over 100,000 copies, and con- 
tinued to sell well into the twentieth century.* It finally outsold Marr’s pam- 
phlet of 1879 by a wide margin. It constituted, indeed, one of the best-selling 
books in the history of French publishing before World War I. 

The sudden and enormous popularity of this work, paralleling the rise of 
the Boulangist movement, would seem to cast doubt on the stubborn opti- 
mism of French Jews about their situation in France. It would also seem to 
indicate that tens of thousands of people in France were ready to move 
beyond the vague prejudices and disjointed imagery of the past to embrace a 
modern ideology of anti-Semitism. Yet the meaning of Drumont’s success is 
more difficult to evaluate than might at first seem to be the case. It was a pecu- 
liarly French and even more a Parisian phenomenon. If the political anti- 
Semitism of Germany and Austria was a “socialism of fools,” then Drumont’s 
work was even more a product for fools. 

In it was a scissors-and-paste anti-Semitism, assembled with almost comical 
defiance of consistency and judiciousness. La France juive was a two-volume 
work, with many of the trappings of scholarship and learning, but Drumont 
was not a serious scholar, nor could his scribblings be compared to those of 
Toussenel, from whom he borrowed amply, or other writers like Barrés and 
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Wagner. Drumont’s volumes were an ill-digested, credulous, and journalistic 
compendium. Only one consideration seemed to interest him: to include any- 
thing and everything negative that might be said about the Jews, even if one 
account implicitly contradicted the next. Accounts of ritual murder out of the 
Middle Ages found their place next to factual examinations of Jewish political 
and economic power. Drumont borrowed from premodern and modern, right 
wing and left wing, Catholic and secular, the relatively serious and factual 
along with the ludicrous and absurd - a potpourri of anti-Semitic anecdotes, 
legends, rumors, and jokes. One theme was pervasive, almost monomaniacal: 
the operation of the Jewish Syndicate behind the scenes. 

Some observers dismissed Drumont’s anti-Semitic writings as lacking in seri- 
ousness. Without a doubt many thousands of readers in Paris and in France’s 
major cities, where the overwhelming majority of copies were sold, viewed his 
pages as little more than light entertainment, a jeu d’esprit from which no 
coherent program in regard to Jews was to be derived. He was widely sus- 
pected of being interested in making money through light if outrageous 
entertainment, by pandering to popular prejudice and the voracious taste for 
scandal that characterized French journalism of the day. Even sophisticated 
readers — Jews themselves — seemed to find a curious private delight in this 
assortment of often bizarre diatribes against the Jews. Doubts about Dru- 
mont’s sincerity were buttressed by his earlier employment by Jewish publish- 
ers: His praise of them, when he was in their pay, was as unbounded as was his 
vitriol now for Jews in general.46 The man was a failed literary entrepreneur, 
many plausibly concluded, and he had at last found something that would sell. 

Whatever the truth of these conclusions, it is again obvious that this anti- 
Semite had extensive contact with Jews. Getting Drumont’s measure turns out 
to be an unexpectedly difficult task. He was a strangely emotional man, shy 
and lonesome on the one hand, brash and populist on the other, oddly credu- 
lous in many areas. He counted among his closest friends and admirers a 
remarkable range of characters, from semi-criminal brawlers to distinguished 
artists, writers, and political figures, such as Georges Bernanos (mildly anti- 
Semitic), Edgar Degas (increasingly inclined to vehement anti-Semitism) ,47 
Benoit Malon (a labor leader who retained a pre-Marxian hostility to Jews), 
and Victor Hugo (mildly philo-Semitic).48 Jean Jaurés, the revered socialist 
leader and later prominent among the defenders of Alfred Dreyfus, admired 
Drumont for his uncovering of corruption in the government, and the two for 


® Frederick Busi, The Pope of Anti-Semitism: The Career and Legacy of Edouard-Adolphe Drumont (Lan- 
ham, Md., 1986), 35. 


“ Cf. Linda Nochlin, “Degas and the Dreyfus Affair: Portrait of the Artist as an Ant-Semite,” in 
Norman L. Kleeblau, ed., The Dreyfus Affair: Art, Truth, and Justice (Berkeley, Calif., 1987), 
96-116. 


* Bredin, The Affair, 554. Cf. also Busi, Pope of Anti-Semitism. 


FRANCE: LIBERTY, EQUALITY, AND FRATERNITY 225 


a while exchanged compliments.*® A representative for an organization of 
shopkeepers in Paris asked, [Who could doubt] “the indisputable good faith 
of this anti-Semitic polemicist?” His comment came as Drumont was being 
sued for libel, after he had accused a parliamentary deputy of taking a bribe 
from the Rothschilds.*° 

Drumont was much admired by the petite bourgeoisie of Paris. Before pub- 
lishing La France juive, he had written Mon vieux Paris (My Old Paris). 
Although not the record-breaking success of the anti-Semitic work, it touched 
on many of the same points. Its central theme was a lamentation over the pass- 
ing of the old Panis, its destruction through railroad stations and department 
stores, faceless crowds, iron and steel — terms that were nearly identical to 
those that appeared in the journals of the shopkeeper organizations. 

For all his meandering and ranting in La France juive, Drumont was also 
concerned about real changes. In his subsequent political and journalistic 
career, he was quick to deny that he attacked Jews out of religious bigotry. He 
insisted that he was concerned with real economic and social issues, that it was 
the Semitic race, not Judaism, that he detested and blamed for France’s mis- 
fortunes. Drumont intoned, “the dream of the Semite ... his obsession, has 
always been to reduce the Aryan to servitude.”5! 

If Drumont’s writings may be seen both as a sign of the growth of modern 
anti-Semitism in France and as an important vehicle through which an anti- 
Semitic ideology was beginning to take roots in French society, one might 
expect that he would be able to turn his sudden literary success into more 
concrete directions, into an anti-Semitic movement with a political program. 
He certainly tried to do so. He became involved in the organization of an anti- 
Semitic league in 1890, associated with the Boulangists, but it collapsed within 
a year. When he ran for a parliamentary seat in 1890 he was overwhelmingly 
defeated.5? 

The cause of these defeats is not entirely clear, but part of the reason seems 
simply to have been that Drumont lacked talent as a speaker. Still, there were 
others associated with him whose talents in the street and at the tribune were 
more notable, without finally achieving much more success in the world of 
political action. Prominent among them was the Marquis de Morés, a man who 
rivals von Schonerer as the clearest example of a proto-Nazi in these years. De 
Mores worked diligently among working-class organizations. In a notorious 
episode, he accused a Jewish meat firm of selling rotten meat to the army. He 
was sued and found guilty of libel. Nevertheless, the butchers of la Villette 
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slaughterhouse welcomed this embarrassment of a business competitor. The 
butchers claimed to be offended by the practice, increasingly present in Paris 
by the early 1890s, of kosher butchering (shehita). They denounced it as unnec- 
essarily cruel. Efforts to get the city authorities to outlaw ritual slaughter did not 
succeed. In a number of cases the La Villette butchers were reported to have 
intervened to put animals that were dying according to Jewish ritual practices 
to a more speedy death.5? De Morés, at any rate, became a hero to the butch- 
ers, and he gradually gathered around him an armed bodyguard of young 
toughs from La Villette, complete with uniforms and arm bands. 

In spite of this devoted following among a part of the Parisian petty bour- 
geoisie — and it must be said that the La Villette butchers were a distinct sub- 
group, with their own peculiar traditions — de Morés was only slightly more 
successful in elections than Drumont. Both lost badly in 1890. However, Dru- 
mont’s good fortune with La France juve encouraged him to establish the 
newspaper La Libre parole (Free Speech), to which de Morés was a frequent 
contributor. While not quite so lowbrow as the yellow journalism that was 
growing up throughout Europe and America in these years, Drumont’s paper 
was full of recklessly sensational stories. One frequent charge that caused a 
particular sensation was that the army was filled with incompetent and even 
treasonous officers, often Jews. 

Drumont showed undeniable talent as a muck-raking journalist, and La 
Libre parole had a field day with the Panama scandal of 1888-1892. Investiga- 
tion into the activities of the Panama Company revealed widespread bribery 
of parliamentary officials to assure support of loans to continue work on the 
Panama Canal, work that had been slowed by endless technical and adminis- 
trative difficulties. Here was a modern project that involved large sums of 
French capital and threatened national prestige. The intermediaries 
between the Panama Company and parliament were almost exclusively Jews, 
with German names and backgrounds, some of whom tried to blackmail one 
another. One of those being blackmailed then committed suicide, but not 
before providing Drumont with a list of members of parliament who had 
been bribed.*! 

Thousands of small investors lost their savings in the Panama fiasco. “The 
Panama scandal was a Republican debacle. Over a hundred deputies, senators, 
ministers, and ex-ministers were implicated in the company’s dishonest and 
demeaning shenanigans.”°5 A trial in 1893 was widely believed to be a white- 
wash. The accused escaped punishment through bribery and behind-the- 
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scenes machinations, or so it was widely believed. The Panama scandal seemed 
almost designed to confirm the long-standing charges of the French right that 
the republic was in the clutches of corrupt Jews who were bringing dishonor 
and disaster to France. 


A Gathering Storm of Anti-Semitism? 


The preceding account of the 1880s and carly 1890s would seem to 
offer much concrete evidence for a gathering storm of anti-Semitic hatred in 
France on the eve of the Dreyfus Affair. The traditionalist right in France, as 
well as important elements of the population that had previously voted on the 
left, felt under attack, and Jews were perceived as prominent among their 
antagonists. On the other hand, anti-Semitism as a modern political move- 
ment was unable to get off the ground, even to the limited degree that it had 
in Germany and Austria in the same period. Foreign visitors to France, such as 
Herzl, were impressed with the differences between France and central 
Europe in terms of the Jewish integration in state and society. French Jews 
themselves constantly emphasized how little popular appeal anti-Semitism had 
in France and how much better off French Jews were than the Jews of nearly 
any other country of the world. 

Some even claimed that a significant degree of philo-Semitism existed in 
France, and there is little question that philo-Semitism played a role in French 
life. Nineteenth-century admiration of Jews is a large and neglected topic, but 
mention might be made of such works as Theodore Vibert’s La Race Semi- 
tique,°® the writings of the already mentioned Péguy, and George Eliot’s Daniel 
Deronda, completed in the late 1870s. One author has judged Ehot’s work as 
“probably the most influential novel of the nineteenth century” in terms of its 
practical effects (in particular, in spreading sympathy for Jews among the 
British ruling elite).5? Similarly, as noted, Ernst Renan began to make philo- 
Semitic pronouncements in the 1890s, partly to counter what he realized were 
the ugly uses being made of his earlier writings. 

The “gathering storm” of anti-Semitic agitation in the late 1880s and early 
1890s in France remained mostly moderate in tone, moderate in the sense 
that violence was condemned and the rights of Jews as citizens and human 
beings recognized. Nearly all French anti-Semites argued that immigration 
into France by Jews should be limited by law, hardly a radical proposal. The 
notion of somehow controlling those Jews already in France also found sup- 
port. Léon Daudet, a prominent monarchist anti-Semite and friend of Dru- 
mont, stated the matter as follows: 
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Kept under close surveillance by a power as clear-sighted as the monarchy, the Jews 
would be tolerable and almost acceptable. . . . To persecute Israel would be unwise 
and odious. But to lay down guidelinés limiting Jewish activity, particularly in the 
political sphere, would be a good thing, and a benefit that the Jews themselves 
would quickly appreciate. . . . Many intelligent and prudent Jews are beginning 
themselves to feel the need for order, for an order which puts them cordially but 
firmly in their place.5® 


Writers for the Assumptionists called for a prohibition of Jews in the army, 
in the financial world, in education, and in the courts of law, areas where they 
would be “in command of Christians.” But those same writers concluded that 
once such measures were in place, “let us leave the Jews alone and not perse- 
cute them as in the Middle Ages.” Charles Maurras, along with Barrés one of 
France’s leading right-wing intellectuals, wrote in 1898, at the height of the 
Dreyfus Affair, that “care should be taken not to pass a law against the Jews 
which persecutes them, that is to say, which injures them as human beings.”? 

The tone in these pronouncements was the prevalent one, as we have seen, 
nearly everywhere in Europe at this time. In Germany, Austria, and France pro- 
posals of a more radical nature were certainly made. On occasion Drumont 
launched into tirades that described Jews as vermin that should be exter- 
minated,® but such outbursts were widely condemned. Inflated rhetoric, at any 
rate, was by no means the exclusive preserve of the anti-Semites; workers on 
strike in France referred to employers as “lice” and coined slogans that called for 
putting them to death.®! People without power typically resort to verbal excess, 
to calls for violence that do not necessarily reflect genuinely violent intent. 

Suggestions that violent action be taken against Jews found a much less gen- 
eral acceptance than the more moderate proposals already mentioned, and 
even they seem to have had distinctly limited appeal. Legislation to deprive 
Jews of civil equality had not the remotest chance of being passed in the 
French parliament. The idea of expelling the Jews was widely rejected as 
impractical, quite aside from humanitarian considerations. Suggestions that 
heavy taxation should be levied on large concentrations of Jewish wealth were 
often made but also consistently rejected, since they were seen as an attack on 
property, smacking of socialism. 

There was nothing like a consensus about what should be done about the 
problem of French Jews, even among the small minority that believed there 
was a problem in need of political remedy. The political situation in France 
might be usefully presented in terms of two large, opposing clusters: one that 
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was republican, secular, left wing, modernist, and on balance friendly to mod- 
ern Jews (the previously mentioned party of movement) and another that was 
monarchist, Catholic, right wing, antimodernist, and thus not friendly to Jews 
(the party of order). The word “cluster” is chosen because these were anything 
but clear and consistent positions. Individuals moved from one cluster to 
another or, more typically, felt themselves drawn in different directions simul- 
taneously. One of the reasons that the Dreyfus Affair is of such interest is that 
it exerted powerful pressure on these clusters to shape up, to become inter- 
nally more consistent and ideologically coherent. The French were obliged to 
decide where their most fundamental commitments lay. It was an arduous 
process, producing many surprises. 

Before the outbreak of the Dreyfus Affair, a tragic event occurred that in 
retrospect underlines the indeterminacy of developments in France and that 
further puts into question the notion of a gathering storm of anti-Semitism. 
The articles in Drumont’s La Libre parole about treasonous activities in the 
army, with direct accusations of Jewish officers, led to a number of duels. In 
1892, the Marquis de Morés, who had written a number of the articles, was 
challenged by a Jewish officer, Captain Armand Mayer, and in the ensuing 
duel the young Jewish officer was mortally wounded. 

By 1892 the anti-Semitic movement was in disarray, and Captain Mayer's 
death further discredited it. The French public reacted with revulsion. Denun- 
ciations poured out from nearly all quarters against Drumont, de Morés, La 
Libre parole, and the anti-Semitism they had cultivated. Commentator after 
commentator, of widely different persuasions, lamented that officers of the 
French army should be subjected to aspersions by low scandal mongers and 
thugs like Drumont and de Morés. Even Drumont and de Morés appeared 
contrite: Drumont openly regretted that “such an honorable man” was not 
able to shed his blood in defense of France, and de Moreés joined in express- 
ing his regret over the death of “this honorable man.” 

A great funeral cortége was arranged for Captain Mayer, attended by the 
largest crowd that Paris had seen since the death of Gambetta, a decade 
before. The grand rabbi of France, Zadoc Kahn, eloquently addressed those 
assembled at the grave. It appeared that the whole French nation was being 
led in heartfelt mourning by a rabbi over the death of a Jewish officer of the 
French Army at the hands of a universally detested anti-Semite. It seemed a 
final nail in the coffin of a dying anti-Semitic movement in France. 

French Jews felt, in this great outpouring of sympathy, yet further evidence 
in support of their trust in the decency of the average Frenchman, in what the 
grand rabbi termed “the unifying force of French opinion.” Even more, 
French Jews were inclined to view the army, in whose ranks Captain Mayer had 


62 Ernst Pawel, The Labyrinth of exile: A Life of Theodor Herzl (London, 1ggo), 109-70. 


230 ESAU'S TEARS 


proudly served, as a “magnificent example of toleration.” It was a “single fam- 
ily” of French, Jews and non-Jews, again in the widely applauded words of the 
grand rabbi. 

At this same period, that is, the early 1890s, Jews in Germany and Austria 
were finding themselves excluded from fraternities and social clubs; they were 
dropping away from leadership positions of the liberal parties; and they were 
encountering a rising racist fanaticism in the Pan-German movements. Of 
course, at no time, even in the earlier liberal period, had German Jews 
entered into the military, the judiciary, and other high government offices as 
had Jews in France. If someone had described the Prussian military establish- 
ment as a single family with the rest of the nation, or as magnificently tolerant, 
he would have been considered a lunatic. French Jews did indeed appear to 
be living in a significantly different world and one steadily, in spite of some 
unpleasant contretemps, changing in their favor. 

That impression was further reinforced by the parliamentary elections of 
1893, which were believed to register a final, definitive victory of the Oppor- 
tunist republic over the antrepublican and anti-Semitic reactionaries. Only sev- 
enty-six candidates of the right were elected. Four years earlier, the conservatives 
and Boulangists had won 210 seats in the assembly. The governing coalition of 
prorepublican parties, after the elections of 1893, constituted approximately 
280 deputies, a coalition that was becoming more anxious about the extreme 
left than the extreme night, since the 1893 elections had also seen a dramatic 
increase in votes for the socialists (from 90,000 in 1889 to 600,000). The social- 
ists now counted 50 deputies, while the Radicals (immediately to the right of the 
socialists) counted 143. The long-range leftward drift of French politics since 
the mid-1870s continued, while the drift in Germany, Austria-Hungary, and 
Russia from the 1870s to the 18go0s seemed more to the night. 

Whatever the contrasting potentials of the situation in France, toward 
greater hostility to Jews or away from it, we know that another historical acci- 
dent, the arrest of Alfred Dreyfus, suddenly tapped the potential toward an 
increase in openly expressed anti-Semitic hatred. “What might have been” 
should not be ignored, but “what was” must draw our attention, for the events 
following Dreyfus’s arrest seemed to change everything, to put all earlier confi- 
dence and optimism of French Jews into question. 


The Dreyfus Affair 


Few trials in modern history have evoked such passionate attention as 
the trial of Alfred Dreyfus, a French officer who was accused in the autumn of 
1894 of passing military secrets to the Germans. The trial evolved over the 
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course of around four years into an “affair,” engaging a wide spectrum of 
French society. On one side were the Dreyfusards, who believed that Alfred 
had been framed by a reactionary clique in the army high command. On the 
other were the anti-Dreyfusards, who believed him guilty and who considered 
his defenders to be in the pay of the Jewish Syndicate. The issues finally 
ranged far beyond his innocence or guilt. His arrest and ensuing trial galva- 
nized and altered the nature of the right and left in France. For the night, 
Dreyfus the traitor came to symbolize the dangers of allowing “aliens” to gain 
high position in the French state. For the left, he came to represent a vicum 
of the intrigues of the church and military; his cause became synonymous 
with the cause of truth and justice. In retrospect, one can see how both sides 
tended to demonize the other and to assume things for which there was slim 
evidence. 

For the purposes of this study two of the more interesting aspects of the 
affair have to do with the role of anu-Semitism in Dreyfus’s arrest and with 
how much the idiosyncrasies of his personality conditioned the extraordinary 
turn of events between the fall of 1894 and 1898-1899. Although the Dreyfus 
Affair has become strongly linked in most accounts with the rise of modem 
anti-Semitism, the evidence points persuasively to the conclusion that it was 
not his Jewish origin that explains his arrest or conviction. Anti-Semitism cer- 
tainly flared up as a result of that arrest and conviction — and even more 
potently when it appeared that his conviction might be overturned — but those 
are separate issues. His arresting officers thought him guilty and were sure 
they had the proof. A few of the arresting officers, suspecting at some point 
that an error had been made, did not have the courage to recognize it pub- 
licly; trying then to conceal that error, they became entangled in a web of 
deception, concocting stories about how the security of the nation would be 
deeply threatened by further investigation of the case, and reinforcing the 
sense that a conspiracy had been there from the beginning. 

Alfred Dreyfus was an awkward and distant man, with few friends or admir- 
ers in the military before his arrest. Most of those who worked with him dis- 
missed him as a graceless and pretentious parvenu, forever bragging about his 
money and success with women. No doubt some of them were inclined to dis- 
like him because of his Jewish origins, but again there is little evidence that 
such feelings were decisive. There were many Jews in the French military by 
the 1890s, and unfair treatment of them was not condoned. Indeed, as 
already suggested, French Jews in general were inclined to think that equality 
of opportunity and fair treatment characterized the military career in France 
more than they did in many other careers. 
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It seems entirely possible that a man of different qualities, more affable, less 
stiff, reclusive, and haughty, would not have been arrested or convicted, a con- 
clusion Dreyfus himself eventually reached. The issue of the role of personality 
in this case resembles and may appear to contradict a point made in previous 
chapters, where doubt was expressed that individuals like von Treitschke or 
Stoecker can be considered primarily responsible for the upsurge mn Jew- 
hatred by the late 1870s and early 1880s. The question of Dreyfus’s personal- 
ity, however, is fundamentally different. His intellectual influence is not the 
issue. Rather, it is that certain of his personal traits made it easier for others to 
reach false conclusions about his guilt, and those false conclusions eventually 
had enormous repercussions. 

These unorthodox judgments about the case may be joined with a number 
of others, implicit above. The eventual outcome of Dreyfus Affair — that is, 
Alfred’s exoneration — has often been described as representing the triumph 
of truth and justice over lies and bigotry. That is too simple. Both sides in fact 
played fast and easy with the truth - even with the facts as they knew them. 
Emile Zola’s famous manifesto, Jaccuse/, denouncing the arrest and conviction 
of Dreyfus, which has been seen as one of the most courageous and dramatic 
political tracts of modern times, nonetheless contained a number of reckless 
and false accusations, which were guesses on Zola’s part, and he knew he 
could not prove them. Moreover, Zola, who became famous among Jews as a 
virtuous Gentile, a man willing to stand up and defend the Jews, had earlier 
written vicious things about them in his novels. Like many French intellectu- 
als, right and left, Zola was alarmed by the rapid rise of Jews in France. His 
main concern in composing /J'accuse! was not to express sympathy for Jews, or 
even to fight for justice on their behalf; it was rather to counter what he 
believed were reactionary, Jesuit, and militarist conspiracies, concerning which 
he harbored fantasies that were strikingly akin to those harbored by Drumont 
in regard to the Jewish Syndicate. Others who rallied to Dreyfus’s cause did so 
at least as much because of the political mileage they perceived as out of an 
attachment to justice. 

As the Dreyfus case developed into a major affair by the fall of 1898, France 
— or, more accurately, significant parts of the country’s intellectual and politi- 
cal elites — divided into warring camps. Drumont’s newspaper, La Libre parole, 
fanned the fires from the beginning: He had been handed an opportunity to 
overcome his discredit over the duel between de Morés and Captain Mayer, 
and he jumped at the chance. He solemnly warned his readers that Dreyfus, 
rich Jew that he was, would finally escape punishment, even though he had 
“admitted everything.” The Panama scandal was still fresh in the public’s 
mind, and a large number of observers expressed concern that a rich man like 
Dreyfus might also escape justice. Long before Dreyfus’s official trial, he was 
tned and convicted in the popular press, often on the basis of rumor, conjec- 
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ture, and misinformation. Those few who urged that judgment should be sus- 
pended until adequate and reliable evidence could be obtained were drowned 
out by those who were vehemently convinced of Dreyfus’s guilt. 

Through its ineffably complex twists and turns, the Dreyfus Affair witnessed 
some interesting shifts of mood, opinion, and political alliance. Symptomatic 
was the change in Jaurés. He initially called for the death penalty, adding a 
number of anti-Semitic remarks and complaining that Dreyfus was getting spe- 
cial treatment because of his wealth. But as evidence of Dreyfus’s innocence 
multiplied, Jaurés abandoned his earlier hostility. In a more general way, 
socialists in France began a transformation of attitude, believing Jews to be vic- 
tims — in the same situation, then, as the proletariat — rather than capitalist 
exploiters. Similarly, Jews in France increasingly entertained the notion that 
the socialists, rather than being the voice of the mob, might prove to be 
among the most reliable defenders of Jewish and human rights. These were 
only trends, not sudden shifts, but they were significant nonetheless. 

These larger political and social changes should not obscure the irre- 
ducible role of personality in the case, however. Perhaps even more decisive to 
the eventual outcome of the Affair than Dreyfus’s personality was that of 
Georges Picquart, head of Military Intelligence. Although anti-Semitic himself 
and contemptuous of the entire Dreyfus family (including Alfred’s brother, 
Mathieu, who worked trelessly for Alfred’s exoneration), Picquart uncovered 
evidence of Dreyfus’s innocence and persisted, against pressure by his superi- 
ors, in seeing to it that the case was reconsidered. Picquart prevailed, eventu- 
ally becoming minister of war — in the same year (1906) that saw an impressive 
electoral victory for the Dreyfusard left. The republican left, finding a rallying 
point in the Dreyfusard movement, proved after all to be much more power- 
ful than the anti-Semitic, antirepublican, anti-Dreyfusard right. 

What may be termed an ultimate sign of success was that the mob, that is, 
those members of society prone to violence and vandalism on the streets, 
which had rallied to the anti-Dreyfusards in 1898, had begun to attack and 
abuse those same anti-Dreyfusards in the latter stages of the Affair.6 Another 
sign of “success” was that the Dreyfusards were willing to use the force of pub- 
lic opinion, now on their side, to exert improper pressure on judicial authori- 
ties.°7 In years to come that victory of the left in France, however flawed, would 
loom large. Anti-Semitism had raised its ugly head, yet it had been decisively 
defeated by a republican state and movement that enjoyed broad popular sup- 
port. Indeed, Jews and non-Jews were brought closer together, so some 
argued, through a common fight for decency and toleration. 
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A Dreyfusian Revolution? 


Such conclusions have not found universal assent by subsequent gener- 
ations, looking back from the perspective of the violent waves of anti-Semi- 
tism that broke out at the end of World War I, the widespread if more “cold” 
anti-Semitism of the 1930s, and, of course, the Holocaust. Many have ques- 
tioned whether it is appropriate to speak of a dreyfusian revolution, in the 
sense of a decisive, long-term victory of the forces opposed to anti-Semitism. 
Others have suggested that antu-Semitism was not defeated but simply went 
underground. 

These issues are not easily resolved. By 1906 anti-Semitic activists of the 
1880s and 1890s in France recognized that they had lost another battle, if not 
the war. Some of them lost heart or restrained themselves in public. A number 
of their leaders died in the immediate prewar years and did not find succes- 
sors. The church, the monarchists in the military, the anti-Semitic popular 
press, and the anti-Semitic leagues were all unmistakably chastened by the 
Affair. Public expressions of anti-Semitism visibly receded; no anti-Semitic 
riots, demonstrations, or boycotts occurred in France in the remaining years 
before the war, and the anti-Semitic press lost readership. However much anti- 
Semitism survived in a subterranean way, the disintegration of the anti-Semitic 
movement of 1898-1900 suggests that Jew-hatred, in itself and not pulled 
along by other issues, lacked a self-generating substance, or broad popular 
appeal. 

Insofar as political anti-Semitism survived in France and in German-speak- 
ing central Europe it was mostly as part of larger conservative movements, not 
as self-standing anti-Semitic parties. In France, the new right’s claims to speak 
for the nation were successfully contested by a new generation of establish- 
ment conservatives, such as Raymond Poincaré. As the historian of the shop- 
keeper movement in Paris has written, “extremist protest gave way to conserva- 
tive reintegration.”®8 Owners of big business and moderate liberals, who had 
earlier dismissed the distress of the small shopkeepers as unworthy of serious 
attention, now showed a new sympathy for them. Anti-Semitism undoubtedly 
remained in the ranks of such establishment conservatives, but it was a cooler 
sentiment, not a central concern of theirs. It was significantly different from 
the ardent, radical, populist variety of Drumont and de Morés. 

Recent scholarship has also shown rather conclusively that the Dreyfus 
Affair has been overdramatized, its long-range significance exaggerated. Its 
immediate impact throughout France was less extensive than once believed. 
Captain Dreyfus’s story has been too tempting, too appealing to the popular, 
vulgarizing kind of historian, and too appealing to various political agendas, 
particularly those Zionist interpretations of modern history that emphasize 
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European decadence, ineradicable Jew-hatred, Jewish self-hatred, and the 
necd for Jews to leave Europe. Intellectuals have been especially drawn to the 
story; it has been hard for them to accept that the majority of the French, who 
were not intellectuals, were not as strongly moved by the issues of the Affair as 
they. Recent studies have shown how little the peasantry and the population of 
small towns, still a heavy majority of the population of France, were touched 
by the Affair. 

It is revealing that Jewish immigration to France did not decline in 
response to the Affair. It actually increased in 1898,” although the numbers of 
Jews moving into France from the 1880s onward were far smaller than those 
moving into other countries. Parallel observations have been made about the 
continuing influx of Jews into Vienna during the years of Karl Lueger, the 
city’s immensely popular anti-Semitic mayor.’! In short, the sweep of political 
anti-Semitism appears to have been shallow in comparison to that of develop- 
ments in the economy and society of Europe in these years. 

The elections of 1893 had already registered what seemed a definitive vic- 
tory of the Opportunist republicans over their enemies. One scholar has 
argued that those clections presaged the political and social alignments that 
came together as the Affair heated up. The elections of 1898 and 1906 did no 
more than establish beyond doubt an already overwhelming republican 
majority.’2 Again, one might easily doubt how much the Dreyfus Affair as such 
exercised a fundamental effect, one way or another, on these deeper shifts. 

An important point should not be overlooked: The victory of the Drey- 
fusards, whether “revolutionary” or not, was a morally flawed one, for the 
republicans who came to power are best described as enemies of the anti- 
Semites rather than of anti-Semitism. Moreover, many Dreyfusards harbored 
what might easily be termed anti-Semitic doubts about the rise of the Jews, 
especially about how far it would go: What were the limits of Jewish success in 
a country like France, where they remained less than two-tenths of one per- 
cent of the total population? That such concerns existed in the ranks of the 
Dreyfusards again underlines the point that apprehension about the rise of 
the Jews was not limited to reactionaries, to people who were insecure or per- 
sonal failures, to those threatened by modern trends or whose minds were 
overcome by fantasies about the Jews. 

Bigotry was not decisively defeated by the Dreyfusards in part because in 
their own ranks were many bigots, Jewish and non-Jewish. Nor was a respect 
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for truth, come what may and unsullied by political calculation, particularly 
notable among leading Dreyfusards; many of them were quite willing to 
believe that the justice of their cause made it acceptable to bend the rules — an 
“end justifies the means” perspective that is finally difficult to distinguish from 
that forwarded by some anti-Dreyfusards.73 Once in power the Dreyfusards 
proved themselves scarcely less prone to duplicity and illicit manipulation of 
the legal system than had the ant-Dreyfusards. Waldeck-Rousseau, the Drey- 
fusard premier during Dreyfus’s retrial, secretly contacted the prefect in that 
district and instructed him to contact the military prosecutor, even the judges, 
with the purpose of influencing them to arrive at a not-guilty verdict.“ 

The ideals of truth and justice, claimed by the left, were not without their 
power among those who spoke of competing claims of discipline and author- 
ity. They could not ignore the dishonesty and cowardice of some of Dreyfus’s 
accusers, but they did not find it easy to identify with Dreyfus’s defenders, who 
were also dishonest and opportunistic. 

The victory of the Dreyfusards was soured by quarreling within their ranks, 
of a personal but also a more ideological nature. The depth of hostility among 
those who worked to free Alfred Dreyfus was symbolized at the final hearing 
where he was fully exonerated: Mathieu Dreyfus offered Picquart his hand, 
and Picquart refused it. Picquart made no secret of his belief, even at this date, 
that the Dreyfus family was scheming and pusillanimous; all that he had been 
through had not much changed his anti-Semitic attitudes. 

Historically better known are the reflections on the Affair of Charles Péguy, 
the Catholic poet and man of letters who was among the earliest of the Drey- 
fusards. He was an interesting example of a philo-Semite in these years, one 
who received much Jewish financial support but who was anything but a pawn 
of the Jews.’6 He became bitterly disillusioned with the moral qualities of the 
Dreyfusard camp. His reflections on the Affair in Notre Jeunesse (Our Youth), 
published in 1910, eloquently bemoaned the move from mystique, the selfless 
idealism of the initial, lonely crusaders for truth and justice, to politique, the 
cynical calculations of politicians and careerists. 

Péguy was also offended by the anti-Catholic demagogy of many in the 
Dreyfusard camp, especially in the Radical Party, and by the anti-Catholic legis- 
lation that accompanied the political victory of the Dreyfusards. Even Jaurés, 
who in moral terms stood head-and-shoulders above most parliamentary 
deputies of the day, earned Péguy’s vitriolic contempt. When Jaurés was assas- 
sinated by a right-wing fanatic on the eve of World War J, Péguy was recorded 
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to have let out a “shout of savage exultation.””” Péguy’s own psychic develop- 
ment after the Affair, before he would die in the opening battles of World War 
I, was feverish and often bizarre, marked by bitter quarrels with former friends 
and colleagues and growing, all-consuming patriotism. 

What especially embittered men like Péguy and Picquart was the nature of 
the final amnesty granted by the government, since it entailed letting men like 
General Mercier go scot-free (he was minister of defense at the time of Drey- 
fus’s arrest and deeply implicated in the irregularities of his arrest and convic- 
tion). Mercier’s real crimes were thus implicitly equated with the “crimes” of 
Dreyfus and Picquart. All these crimes were to be equally “forgotten” in the 
general amnesty legislaiion that was overwhelmingly approved by both houses 
of the French legislature and was clearly supported by the population at large. 
Undoubtedly in terms of healing the wounds in French society, of calming 
political passions, such an amnesty was politically astute. The general popula- 
tion seemed rapidly to lose interest in the Affair, and in anu-Semitism, after 
the amnesty. But in terms of justice and truth, the legislation was a travesty. 

The Affair marked certain changes in France rather than being a cause of 
them. Modern mass politics was more firmly established, and the political rule 
of notables was coming to an end. The older sway of committees of local nota- 
bles and elected intermediaries began to give way to new pressure groups and 
organized interests: the press, various leagues (such as the League of the 
Rights of Man or the League of Patriots), trade unions, and professional and 
business organizations. These and many others now began to regard them- 
selves as more active, central participants in public life and to exert powerful 
pressure on parliament and other institutions of state.” 
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=§ 
A Sweet Exile? 


Two races headed the movement [of modernity], 
though under vastly different conditions — the 
British and the Jews; they were the pioneers of capi 
talism and its first, perhaps chief beneficiaries. 
(Lewis Namier)! 


Here [in America] individuals of all nations are 
melted into a new race of men. (St-Jean de Créve- 
coeur)? 


America is our Palestine: here is our Jerusalem. 
(Rabbi Max Lillienthal, 1867) 


The optimism about the future of Jewish-Gentie relations, linked to a 
liberal faith in progress, that was to be observed in France in the 1870s and 
1880s found an even stronger expression in a number of other countries. 
Such was the case even though in those countries economic depression, the 
more general dislocations of modernization, and the mass immigration of 
Jews were significantly more important than they were in France. In two of 
these countries, Great Britain and the United States, modern racial—political 
anti-Semitism was so weak in the 1870s and 1880s as to be considered of no 
significance by many contemporaries. In Hungary, where modern political 
anti-Semitism did make a flashy early appearance, it was dismissed by leaders 
of the ruling liberal elite as not only ephemeral but ludicrous. Many Jewish 
unmiugrants to these countries spoke of finding, at last, a secure resting place, 
even a “new Jerusalem.” 
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These areas of “sweet exile” or “happy galut” (Hebrew: galut metuka) were 
all firmly Christian — certainly no less so than France, on the one hand, or Rus- 
sia, on the other, underlining again the dubiousness of seeing “religion” as the 
decisive component of anti-Semitism in this period. 

The countries of sweet exile had many political problems, but leading fig- 
ures in them were not likely to blame the Jews for those problems. Again, an 
interesting question then arises: If Jews are always available to be blamed, no 
matter what their numbers, role, or moral quality, why were they so rarely 
blamed in these countries? The answer seems to be that only when a matrix 
of conditions comes together does anti-Semitism become important. The 
process is hardly inevitable and certainly not invariable. Indeed, rather than 
blaming Jews for national problems, an opposing tendency, that is, crediting 
Jews with helping nations to become stronger, was often cited by leading 
politicians in these countries, a tendency, of course, to be seen even in Ger- 
many and Austria. 


Jews in Nineteenth-Century Great Britain 


More will be said further on about the concept of “exceptionalism” as 
applied to American history, but the concept, if not the word, has also been 
applied to the history of the British Isles. In the eyes of many observers British 
history has been fundamentally different from that of the Continent. “Almost 
without exception [British historians] have assumed that Britain had a unique 
political culture, and they have analyzed its power struggles and social conflicts 
with scant reference to developments in contemporary Europe.”? It is only nat- 
ural to expect that the history of Jewish-Gentile relations in Great Britain 
should also be unique, substantially different from those on the Continent. 
Revealingly, such Continental critics of Jewish influence as von Treitschke, 
Wagner, or Drumont were all Anglophobes, since they believed that Jewishness 
and Englishness overlapped or were synonymous. 

There is ample confirmation in the historical record of an “exceptional” 
relationship between the Jews and the British. Relations of Jews and non-Jews 
in all of the English-speaking world (the United States, Canada, Australia, 
New Zealand, Ireland, and even South Africa) have been notably more har- 
monious than most other areas in modern times. In the nineteenth century 
Jews preferred English-speaking lands for immigration, when they had a 
choice, and once arrived they typically enjoyed success, not only materially 
but also politically in being elected to high office — popularly elected, not 
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merely appointed or serving as advisers to powerful non-Jewish politicians, as 
in France, Germany, and Austria.‘ 

One obvious aspect of the relative success of Jewish-Gentile relations in 
English-speaking countries is that liberal ideology was deeply rooted and 
robust in them, paralleled by an advanced commercial and industrial develop- 
ment (although the cases of Ireland and South Africa require qualification). 
British liberalism, moreover, was significantly different from that of the Conti- 
nent; it developed as a “philosophy of prudence, born in anxiety and nurtured 
by dissatisfaction with the idea of human perfectibility.” British liberalism was 
gradualistic and cautious in reform and much concerned with procedural 
niceties, respect for tradition, and privilege, what has been termed a Whig, or 
aristocratic version of liberalism. By contrast, French Jacobinism was a product 
of the aggressively confident, universalizing rationalism of the Enlightenment, 
much more prone to dogmatism, ideological intoxication, and revolutionary 
violence. Liberalism in Great Britain, furthermore, did not become strongly 
associated with integral or volkisch nationalism, as in France and Austria, 
respectively. 

Liberal ideas, particularly in the economic realm, encountered many critics 
in nineteenth-century Britain, but it is revealing that one of the most widely 
known of those critics was himself of Jewish origin, Benjamin Disraeli. More- 
over, the “state worship” to be seen in the writings of Treitschke, where the 
Prussian state was viewed as a moral agent charged with the resolution of 
social conflict, was alien to British political culture.® These different concep- 
tions of liberty and the nature of the state had important implications for Jews 
in Great Britain and, indirectly, other English-speaking areas. 

When Jews moved into British colonies or former colonies, they encoun- 
tered relatively few impediments. These were open societies, not only in an 
ideological sense, but also in the sense that there was much open space, geo- 
graphical and social, for them to move into and relatively little resistance 
from traditional classes. The societies of the United States, Canada, Australia, 
New Zealand, and South Africa were not dominated by entrenched oli- 
garchies or long-established political customs; their European popula- 
tions were predominantly middle class. They were by no means free of the 
various anti-Jewish mentalités that were part of their European heritage, but in 
balance Jews encountered less fear and hostility in the nineteenth-century 
English-speaking world than they did in most of continental Europe. One stu- 
dent of immigration into Britain’s colonies has written that “anti-Semitism 
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was not merely disreputable, but also possessed the same sort of reputation as 
witchcraft.”” 

Even when Jews confronted the more closed and status-conscious world of 
the mother country, relatively large numbers of them became wealthy and 
managed to gain admittance to its highest ranks. British Jews were never 
legally obliged to live in ghettoes, although they did tend to congregate in cer- 
tain urban areas. More than their Continental counterparts, British landed 
elites had embraced modern commercial and industrial developments. Partly 
for such reasons they were less inclined to perceive Jews as symbols of a 
destructive modernism. On the religious level, too, Jews faced relatively little 
of the kind of suspicion that they did from Continental Christian denomina- 
tions, whether Catholic, Lutheran, or Greek Orthodox. From the late seven- 
teenth century on, the nouon of toleration for both political and religious dis- 
sent and the related conviction that the state “had no legitimate interest in the 
religious beliefs of obedient citizens” gradually became accepted among the 
English-speaking peoples.® Toleration in this sense became recognized as a 
British national trait. 

By the early nineteenth century, the so-called Anglo—Jewish Grand Dukes 
were not only opulently rich; many of them were also on intimate terms with 
the aristocracy, even the extended royal family. The Kaiserjuden of central 
Europe or the wealthy financiers who mixed with the old aristocracy in France 
never achieved quite the position of their British counterparts. Already by the 
early nineteenth century, Jews in Britain began to gain noble tides and to inter- 
marry with prominent families. The Grand Dukes strived, when not forming 
marital alliances with old English families, to marry within their own ranks,’ 
reproducing in this as in other ways the practices of the British aristocracy. 

One mark of the success of this elite of British Jews was that its members 
constituted, in their heyday of the 1870s to the 1920s, nearly a quarter of 
Britain’s non-landed millionaires. The population of Jews in Great Britain con- 
stituted, however, less than one-half of one percent of the total (60,000 in 
1880, of a total population of 26 million).'° Their wealth was concentrated in 
the City of London, in such families as the Rothschilds, Montefiores, Monte- 
gus, and Goldsmids. 

Those social classes most inclined to anti-Semitism on the Continent were 
less likely to be anti-Semitic in Great Britain because they, like the aristocracy, 
did not feel threatened by Jews. The British lower-middle class cid not, at least 
not by the middle years of the nineteenth century, notably yearn for an idealized 
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premodern community, since that community had already vanished, and for 
reasons that could not plausibly be blamed on the Jews. Similarly, a Britsh peas- 
antry in the Continental sense had mostly disappeared in the eighteenth cen- 
tury. A British Bockel would have found few peasants to recruit and, in contrast 
to the situation in Hessenland, no long-established Jewish cattle merchants or 
moneylenders. 

The British middle class was proportionately and absolutely the largest of 
any in the world. British merchants and industrialists were confident and opti- 
misuc; they had relatively little cause to fear being overwhelmed or outdone in 
the business world by Jews. And British national identity was both more diffuse 
and more secure than many Continental varieties. That the British nation was 
recognized as being composed of four “races” (English, Scottish, Welsh, and 
Irish) may have made it somewhat less likely that those who sought to define 
British identity would argue that Jews could never become “real” members of 
that nation. Purity of national feeling, while certainly an issue, did not preoc- 
cupy British intellectuals to quite the same extent that it did those on the Con- 
tinent, and many prominent politicians were of Scotch, Welsh, and Irish as 
well as English background. 

Jewish emancipation came not only in a piecemeal, typically British way; it 
was also part of a general trend to recognize the rights of religious or other 
kinds of minorities, and not particularly much as part of a program to convert 
Jews into acceptable English citizens. Particularism rather than centralism was 
the recognized political principle in Great Britain, in sharp contrast to the sit- 
uation in France. What was accepted as a tolerable national style, or of social 
comportment, was somewhat wider and more diverse in nineteenth-century 
Britain than in most countries. In such an environment, persistent Jewish 
peculiarities stood out less than elsewhere. Jews in Britain were no less con- 
cerned with becoming perfect Englishmen than were French Jews with being 
perfect Frenchmen, it was simply that “perfect” was a somewhat more diverse 
category in Britain. 

Just as bad times in a material sense have repeatedly proved to be “bad for 
the Jews,” so economic prosperity has been “good for the Jews.” By the second 
half of the nineteenth century Great Britain had reached the acme of its eco- 
nomic power and international reputation. Its ruling elites were inclined to 
serene confidence. The long-established unity and independence of the coun- 
try were not seriously threatened; Britain suffered no military defeats in the 
nineteenth century even remotely comparable to those of France in 1871, no 
invasions, lost provinces, or outraged national honor. (The most obvious and 
important exception, in South Africa at the turn of the century, will be cov- 
ered in Chapter 11.) 

Political struggle remained for the most part within parliamentary, constitu- 
tional limits, especially after 1832. The decisions of parliament were widely 
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respected. Conservative and Liberal parties were closer to one another, shar- 
ing basic values, than were their counterparts on the Continent. The left in 
Britain after 1848 harbored relatively few fears of a military coup, and the 
right did not demonize the left to the extent that it did in France or Germany. 
Both Conservative and Liberal parties made efforts to win over the working 
classes and succeeded in doing so, at least more than their counterparts in 
Germany and France did, incomparably more than in Russia. 

Great Britain had its share of political worries and excitements, to be sure, 
but its ruling class and monarchs experienced little to compare with the con- 
stant fundamental challenges to authority — and the assassinations — that char- 
acterized Russia. While the republic in France seemed to be tottering on the 
edge of disaster for much of the 1870s and 1880s, politics in Britain worked 
better than ever before; this was the era of the classic two-party system, the 
great duels in parliament between Gladstone and Disraeli, all within the 
boundaries of legality and constitutional precedents, of a “loyal opposition.” 

Preoccupation with social class was an important aspect of British life, yet 
the British state and ruling class were less often so violently hated by minoni- 
ties as were the Russian or the Austro-Hungarian (the Insh minority is an 
important exception), while Queen Victoria enjoyed an even wider veneration 
by the common people than did Franz Joseph, and nearly as long a reign. 

It says much about Great Britain’s reputation for liberality and tolerance in 
the nineteenth century that modernizing Jews everywhere on the Continent 
tended to look to it as a model. An activist among the Yiddish-speaking work- 
ers of Russia in the late nineteenth century reported that in the evening 
classes he taught, the “life of the peoples” began with primitive tribes and 
ended with the pinnacle of contemporary civilization: “the English, their par- 
liament and trade unions.”!! As a boy of eleven in a remote and isolated shtetl, 
Chaim Weizmann wrote in 1884, “Why should we look to the Kings of Europe 
for compassion? .. . In vain! All have decided the Jews must die, but England will 
nevertheless have mercy upon us.” In 1911, having amply experienced how 
ferocious Gentile hostility could be, Weizmann sull affirmed that “the English 
Gentiles are the best Gentiles in the world.”!? 

The formulation of an anti-Semitic ideology in Germany, Austria, or France 
had no serious counterpart in Great Britain in the 1880s. There were no 
Marrs, Stoeckers, or Drumonts, no anti-Semitic best-sellers. The Jewish Ques- 
tion, while certainly of interest to educated Britons, did not preoccupy them 
in the same way it did parts of the educated classes of central and eastern 
Europe. Indeed, the interest of educated non-Jews in Britain in Jewish matters 
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often had more to do with the implications of the Jewish Question in foreign 
affairs than in domestic policy. ae 

The scholarly literature devoted to anti-Semitism in Great Britain has been 
relatively meager. Hatred of Jews, not being a major problem in Great Britain, 
has not been studied with anything like the same intensity as it has been in 
Germany or Russia. The Jewish Encyclopedia (1965) claimed that there simply 
was no anti-Semitism worth mention in Great Britain (or the United States) 
before 1914. 

If German history in this period is to be considered an example of aberrant 
or somehow ominously retarded development, it was Great Britain that was 
long accepted as representing the healthy path of a modern nation. But the 
relatively small numbers of Jews in the British Isles for most of the nineteenth 
century undoubtedly had much to do with the relatively low level of ant-Semi- 
tism there. As the numbers of Jews rose rapidly in the last decades of the cen- 
tury, so did expressions of anti-Semitism. From perhaps 8,000 in the 
mid-eighteenth century, the numbers of Jews grew fairly slowly, to approxi- 
mately 35,000 by the 1860s, 60,000 by 1880. Thereafter the growth rate was 
much more rapid, reaching approximately 250,000 in 1914, 350,000 on the 
eve of World War II.!3 (All such figures are necessarily approximate because 
the census did not ask for the religion of Britain’s population.) 

At 0.1 percent of the population at midcentury, British Jews constituted 
approximately the same proportion of the total population as French Jews did 
in their country at the same time. There were other instructive resemblances 
to the French scene, in that well over half of the Jews in Britain lived in the 
capital city, mostly in London’s East End. But there was no rural area, compa- 
rable to areas in Alsace, where large numbers of Jews had lived since early 
modern times. England’s Jews in the nineteenth century were overwhelmingly 
recent immigrants who moved directly to a modern urban environment. 
Some of the most notable early immigrants were of Sephardic background, 
such as Disraeli, but, especially from the early nineteenth century on, others 
who became prominent were Ashkenazim from central Europe. Jews of Polish 
or Russian origin did not come in large numbers until the 1880s and did not 
achieve prominence until after the turn of the century, Chaim Weizmann 
being perhaps the best known example. 

The granting of civil emancipation to Jews in Great Britain was even more 
gradual and hedged with qualifications than in Germany. One historian has 
claimed that the issue of removing Jewish civil disabilities interested only a 
small, wealthy group of Jews; the rest of the Jewish population in Great Britain 
in early to midcentury was mostly indifferent to political matters. Henry May- 
hew, a popular writer of the day, commented that “perhaps no men buy so few 
newspapers, and read them so little as the Jews generally.”!+ 


8 Colin Holmes, Ant-Semitism in British Society, 1876-1939 (London, 1979), 4- 
1 Geoffrey Alderman, The Jewish Community in British Politics (Oxford, 1983). 14. 


A SWEET EXILE? 245 


On the Continent, too, only an elite of mostly wealthy Jews participated 
actively in issues of emancipation and defense of Jewish rights; the poor were 
more concerned with mere survival. Yet, in Great Britain it was easier to ignore 
politics because specifically anti-Jewish legislation, especially in the economic 
arena, was practically non-existent. Jews in very small numbers had been offi- 
cially readmitted to England in 1656. They were excluded throughout the 
eighteenth century from Crown office and from other positions in parliament 
and in the municipalities because of the obligatory religious oaths for such 
offices, but they were not subject to any discriminatory economic legislation as 
Jews. The nature of debates about giving civil equality to Jews paralleled those 
on the Continent, although with seemingly less passion and proceeding in 
parhament without much engaging the attention of ordinary Jews. 

Jews were increasingly accepted as one of several legitimate minorities in a 
country that had spent centuries gradually coming to grips, in legal but also in 
complex psychological and cultural ways, with its minorities, both religious 
and ethnic. Jews gained civil equality, step-by-step, in much the same way as 
Christian dissenting minorities did. When legal reform that benefited Jews was 
accomplished, it was widely greeted as removing vestiges of an anachronistic 
past. The burning hostilities between Christian denominations in Germany, in 
the Kulturkampf, and in France, with the passage of the Ferry Laws, moved 
the population of Great Britain less in these years. The British seemed to have 
gotten those passions out of their system, so to speak. Symptomatic of the tone 
of debate was Macaulay’s quip that “the real difficulty in speaking in favor of 
the Jews . .. [is that] there are no valid arguments advanced against them”! — 
a comment that would have been unlikely in Germany, Russia, or even France. 

British Jews were not easily identified with the secular left, certainly not to 
the degree that they were in the Kulturkampf and in the struggles over the 
Ferry Laws, and were less likely to be the object of attack by the religious right. 
Jews did tend to side with the dissenting churches, but they did so without the 
kind of animus so often seen on the Continent. In a country where both Con- 
servatives and Liberals were in fundamental ways liberal, the right was not so 
distinctly perceived by Jews as unfriendly territory. Indeed, among the most 
virulent of those who denounced the “blaspheming Jew” in the early to middle 
years of the century was the enormously popular agitator on the left, William 
Cobbett. The Chartists, while occasionally condemning the persecution of 
Jews, showed little sympathy for or understanding of Jews as a people; for most 
Chartists, Jews were identified either with the rich or with the criminal class of 
London. 

Gladstone at first opposed Jewish emancipation. Even after he had accepted 
it as consistent with the principles of his Liberal Party, his suspicion of Jews 
remained, an attitude that may have been influenced by his aversion to his 
political opponent, Disraeli. But that suspicion did not become a full-blown 
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prejudice, did not extend‘ to Jews in a categorical way; Gladstone had excellent 
relations with Lionel Rothschild, in spite of the latter’s closeness to Disraeli and 
other Tories. Gladstone was also close to Lionel’s son, Nathan; he recom- 
mended both father and son to Queen Victoria to be raised to the peerage.!® 
(Lionel, it should be noted, was very widely liked and admired, both among the 
upper classes and the common people. He was said to have transformed Lord 
Randolph Churchill [Winston’s father] from a man who maligned Jewish 
“vested interests” to a notable friend of the Jews. Lionel’s death in 1879 was 
marked by popular mourning in London, much like funeral of Paul Singer in 
Berlin but extending much beyond the working class; the costermongers put 
black crepe on their barrows, and the Pall Mall Gazette wrote that “it is owing to 
the life of Lord Rothschild that Great Britain has escaped those collections of 
race feeling . . . with which so many other countries have been embarrassed 
during the last generation. He was at once a Prince in Israel and an English- 
man of whom all of England could be proud.”!”) 

Complete Jewish civil equality may have come more slowly in Great Britain 
also because of the divisions within the Jewish community over the issue. As on 
the Continent, some Jewish leaders in Great Britain openly worried that full 
emancipation would lead to a loss of identity and an eventual disappearance 
of Jews. But others argued — and here the differences with those on the Cont- 
nent are to be seen most sharply — that so long as Jews were allowed to live 
their lives free of harassment by the state, to compete freely with non-Jews in 
the economic arena, and, especially, to own land, certain political rights, par- 
ticularly the right to hold high office, were relatively unimportant. Some Con- 
servatives used these differences within the Jewish community to bolster their 
own reservations about Jewish emancipation, but even among Whigs and Rad- 
icals there was little real enthusiasm for the cause of Jewish civil equality. !8 

Because of the gradualness of civil emancipation in Great Britain and, 
indeed, because of the very nature of the British Constitution, one cannot easily 
determine when full civil equality was achieved.!9 One might say that the process 
was formally concluded when Jews became eligible to serve in parliament 
(1858). Within a decade there were six Jewish members of parliament, all Liber- 
als, “a figure already so disproportionate to the size of the Jewish population .. . 
that it was in itself a source of worry in some communal quarters.”2° One might 
mark the decisive point at the passage of the Promissory Oaths Act of 1871, 
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which admitted Jews to high office, or with the granting of a peerage to Nathan 
Rothschild in 1885. But all of these suggest a date for “emancipation” that is too 
late; English Jews had felt much freer in a practical, de facto sense than most 
Jews on the Continent since at least the late eighteenth century.?! 

Modern racist ideas were pervasive in Britain. Whether the British ruling 
class was racist in the “scientific” sense, it had few doubts about its inherent 
superiority to non-Europeans; “the white man’s burden” in their eyes was to 
bring civilization to the lesser peoples of the world. Many European races, 
indeed, were considered inferior to the “Anglo-Saxons.” Even Macaulay 
proudly wrote that the English were the most civilized race in the world, the 
universally “acknowledged leaders of the human race.”?? 

This British sense of superiority did not much turn against Jews, especially 
not the native born; as we have seen, many prominent English citizens looked 
upon the Jews as one of the superior races. Disraeli consciously played upon 
and undoubtedly enhanced that perception. Lord Balfour, the Conservative 
politician who would eventually play a celebrated role in modern Jewish his- 
tory, not only accepted Jews as equals but described them as “the most tal- 
* Quite the opposite of fear- 
ing a weakening of English blood by race mixing, Balfour was disappointed 
that Jews refused to intermarry, since he believed Jewish blood would enhance 
that of the other races in Great Britain, adding to the power and glory of the 
nation. The prominent journalist Arnold White spoke of the desirability of 
infusing “Jewish mind and thrift” into the “racial common sense” of the 
Anglo-Saxons.*? There were suggestions in such remarks of the argument 
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ented race since the Greeks of the fifth century. 


made by Mommsen, that Jews — as a “ferment of decomposition” — would help 
to form a modern German identity. 

It says much symbolically that at the ume anti-Semitism was mushrooming 
in central Europe, a prime minister of Jewish origin, Disraeli, came to power 
in Great Britain. Moreover, he hardly corresponded to the anti-Semitic stereo- 
types about Jewish bankers, stock market swindlers, or revolutionaries. As 
leader of a party that stood for tradition and stability, he was of the same gen- 
eral political persuasion as most of those on the Continent who were inclined 
to point accusing fingers at the Jews. 

That said, there is much about Disraeli’s personality and appeal that is puz- 
zling. Although a Conservative, native born and speaking English without an 
accent, he was not English in the sense that many right-wing leaders under- 
stood it. Similarly, as Isaiah Berlin has written, Disraeli cut a singular figure: 
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“Rings on his gloved fingers, elaborate ringlets of hair falling about his pale, 
exotic features .. . [he was] a Pied_ Piper leading a bemused collection of 
dukes, earls, solid country gentlemen and burly farmers, one of the oddest 
and most fantastic phenomena of the entire nineteenth century.” 

Disraeli rejected much of the liberal-Enlightened heritage that so appealed 
to western Jews in the nineteenth century. He also disdained the world of com- 
merce and industry that was so essential to the rise of the Jews. In certain 
regards his values were similar to those of Stoecker in Germany or Vogelsang 
in Austria-Hungary: He saw it as his pohtical mission, as a Tory Democrat, to 
come to the rescue of the lower orders, oppressed by the business classes and 
the factory system, and he tried to orchestrate a coalition of the upper and 
lower classes against the middle class — again, not unlike what Bismarck or 
Napoleon III attempted in approximately the same years. For Disraeli, the 
English Utilitarians and the laissez-faire economists were dreary and vulgar. 
“He was passionately convinced that intuition and imagination were vastly 
superior to reason and method. He believed in temperament, blood, race, the 
unaccountable leaps of genius. He was antirationalist through and through.”6 
Disraeli was, in short, the kind of man who might have been an anti-Semite, 
had he been a German or a Russian, especially given his nearly mystical belief 
in the role of conspiracies in history. It is not surprising that so many anti- 
Semites cited him to bolster their own beliefs about Jews. 

As a political leader Disraeli was constantly in the center of controversy, and 
it was nearly inevitable that some of his many enemies would be tempted to 
use his Jewish origin against him. Gladstone, Disraeli’s moralistic antagonist in 
the Liberal Party and the dominant figure in that party from 1868 to 1894, 
considered him a deadly enemy of all that was right and good, “a clever Levan- 
tine manipulator . . . without principles or ideals . . . a soulless leprechaun.”?? 
There was much anti-Semitic potential in these visions, but it is again instruc- 
tive that Gladstone did not make political use of them to any significant 
degree; political anti-Semitism of the Continental variety simply did not mesh 
with the ideals of the Liberal Party. A left-wing critic revealingly wrote, on the 
occasion of a visit by Gladstone to Lord Rothschild, that 


Nobody . . . could impute any impropriety to Mr. Gladstone. But it is not nice .. . 
when the foreign secretary [Rosebery] is closely connected by marriage with the 
same intriguing financial house, to see Mr. Gladstone hobnobbing with Lord 
Rothschild [Rosebery was married to a Rothschild]. We know what has come of 
this Rothschild influence in Vienna and Paris.*8 
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Gladstone’s bitterest confrontations with Disraeli came in the area of for- 
eign policy. Disraeli was a firm supporter of the so-called Eastern Policy of 
propping up the Ottoman Empire, a policy that dated to the early part of the 
century and that had as a central rationale the concern of Great Britain to 
contain tsarist Russia, to prevent Russia from moving into areas that the weak- 
ened Ottoman Empire was having difficulty ruling. 

When the Turks massacred rebellious Bulgarian Christians in 1875, Glad- 
stone’s moral passions were galvanized, but Disraeli judged it in the interests 
of Great Britain to continue to support the Turks against the Russians. Glad- 
stone had just relinquished the post of prime minister to the Conservatives 
under Disraeli in 1874, and this “immoral” foreign policy on the part of a 
nation that prided itself in being Christian was intolerable to him. He took up 
the cause of the Bulgarian Christians, making it a central issue of Liberal 
attacks on the Conservative government.?9 

Outside of parliament, indignation was expressed in some quarters over the 
Conservatives’ toleration of Turkish anti-Christian violence, especially as it 
became clear that prominent Jews, because of their hatred of anti-Semitic Rus- 
sia, were favorable to Disraeli’s policies. Particularly revealing were the attacks 
on Disraeli by Goldwyn Smith, who had been Regius Professor of Modern His- 
tory at Oxford from 1858 to 1866. He and Disraeli had been bitter opponents 
since the 1840s when Disraeli had publicly mocked him as one the “prigs and 
pedants” of the country, and in Disraeli’s novel Lothair (1870), there was an 
Oxford professor, widely recognized as Smith, who was incompetent and para- 
sitical.3° Smith, who had so far avoided the issue of Disraeli’s Jewish origins, 
began to deride him as a “Semite” whose “Oriental” craftiness and vindictive- 
ness was leading the country astray. 

Smith also broadened his attacks to other Jews, especially those of formerly 
Liberal fidelities who were now supporting Disraeli and his toleration of the 
atrocities in Bulgaria. Smith charged that aside from their fanatical hatred of 
Russia, British Jews were supporting Disraeli because of Jewish financial inter- 
ests in Turkey.3! Smith took yet another step in the direction of Continental 
anti-Semitism by questioning the wisdom of Jewish emancipation, since Jews, 
he argued, were too racially exclusive to become genuine British patriots or to 
put the interests of Britain above those of international Jewry. Smith did recog- 
nize that some Jews had genuinely embraced a British identity, but he main- 
tained that they were exceptional and no longer really Jews.** 

Smith’s anti-Semitic articles appeared at about the same time (1878) as those 
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of another university professor, von Treitschke, and a number of parallels suggest 
themselves, particularly the extent to which Smith and von Treitschke were 
goaded to intemperate statements by prominent Jews (Disraeli and Graetz) - 
again, not by fantasies about Jews. But it is the differences rather than the paral- 
lels that are the most instructive. Smith’s attacks attracted nothing like the follow- 
ing among university students and other respectable citizens that von Treitschke’s 
did. Smith was also a man of academic prominence, yet his outbursts are incom- 
parably less well remembered by subsequent generations, for the obvious reason 
that no important anu-Semitic movement in Great Britain developed, and there 
was no particular reason to look back to Smith to trace poisoned roots, as it were. 
One must again ask if anu-Semitic ideology exercises the mystical, self-generatng 
power attributed to it by some, why it remained so feeble in Smith’s hands and 
relatively strong in von Treitschke’s. 

Smith’s anti-Semitism was not as isolated as might be assumed. Mention has 
been made of Cobbett’s particularly vicious attacks on Jews; the Radical John 
Bright attacked Disraeli because of his Jewish background; and another 
Oxford historian, E. A. Freeman, joined Smith in attacking Disraeli for his 
alleged Jewish traits. Yet, these attacks and others simply did not find many in 
British society ready to be mobilized into political action by them. 

Some historians have found in the Bulgarian crisis of the mid-1870s the 
beginnings of a transition of Jewish opinion in Great Britain toward an open 
support for the Conservative Party. But the growing wealth of native-born Jews 
and their rising acceptance by the upper classes probably had more to do with 
that move, which was at any rate quite gradual, hardly decisive. Another factor 
was the support of Gladstone’s Liberals for Irish Home Rule in 1886. Jewish 
financiers and business interests shared the fears of their Gentile counterparts 
that the Liberal Party was moving too far to the left. The Liberal Unionist 
secession, which finally joined the Conservatives, was the result of Liberal sup- 
port for Home Rule. By 1900, the Conservative Party, in 1850 a party of land 
and church, had become a party of big business as well.*° It was natural for 
those Jews who were involved in finance and industry to be more attracted to 
it than they had been before. 

The arrival of tens of thousands of Jews from eastern Europe also tended to 
push native-born Jews in a rightward direction. At first, there was relatively lit- 
tle alarm in British circles; prominent figures took special pride in their coun- 
try’s status as a haven for the persecuted. Calls for limitations on immigration 
were expressed mostly by the xenophobic right, though also by labor leaders 
who feared competition from the impoverished immigrants. At any rate, Great 
Britain served more as a transition point than as a final destination for the 
great majority of immigrating Jews, who headed for America. 
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Nevertheless, many more eastern European Jews remained than was the 
case in Germany. From 1881 to 1914, the Jewish population increased about 
fourfold (from 81,000 to over 300,000), thus raising the population of Jews in 
Britain to well over twice that of France and about half that of Germany. The 
attitudes of native-born Jews to the Jews of eastern Europe were only too pre- 
dictable. The Jewish Chronicle, the voice of assimilated Anglo-Jewry, devoted 
many articles to the issue of “improving” the Ostjuden, expressing confidence 
that once they had attended English schools and learned English ways, they 
would be accepted by the English. 

Although the slogan “England for the English!” could be heard in certain 
anti-immigrant circles, opposition to the influx of Jews into Great Britain 
remained politically unfocused. Even in the economically hard-pressed 1880s 
and early 1890s, anti-alien leaders were often at great pains to deny that they 
were anti-Semitic; their concern, they averred, was to protect their compatriots 
from a major threat to their well-being, not to attack Jews as such. The prob- 
lem was simply that most of the immigrants happened to be Jews.*4 

Some of these protests were transparently the expression of a mean-spirited 
xenophobia, especially those that dwelt upon the allegedly filthy habits and 
rude social demeanor of the new Jewish arrivals. Justice, the official organ of 
the small Marxist movement in Great Britain, argued that “the bestial behavior 
of rich Jews rouses a prejudice against the whole [Jewish] race.” It continued 
that “we have no feeling against Jews as Jews; [we denounce them] as nefari- 
ous capitalists and poisoners of the wells of public information.” It claimed 
that Jewish proletarians would gladly join in the attack on Jewish capitalists.*© 
Yet even these qualified attacks on Jews were the expression of a fringe, one 
that did not speak for a significant number of English citizens and that went 
unnoticed by most of them. 


Jews in America: The Issue of Exceptionalism 


A widely accepted generalization about the situation of Jews in the 
United States is that it has always been “exceptional,” distinctly less afflicted by 
anti-Semitism than anywhere else in the world in modern times. Only quali- 
fied dissents have been registered against that consensus, and they have been 
based primarily on a complaint that historians of America have not sufficiently 
recognized the importance of ant-Semitism in American history.*® Rarely if 
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ever has the claim been:made that things have been worse for Jews in the 
United States than elsewhere. Jewish leaders have repeatedly described the 
United States as fundamentally different from the countries of Europe. In this 
New World democracy, Jews could at last feel at home — more than anywhere 
else here was a “happy Galut.” 

In historical perspective, the hyperbole of such descriptions is obvious. Jews 
in Great Britain but also in Hungary and France by mid-nineteenth century 
made similar claims. Indeed the Jews of many European countmes, Italy per- 
haps most prominently, but also Bulgaria, Holland, and Scandinavia have 
claimed exceptional histories, largely free of the anti-Semitism of other Euro- 
pean countries.%” 

Scholars have recently questioned how appropriate it is to term the Ameri- 
can experience exceptional.*®8 The issue of national exceptionalism became a 
staple of debate among historians in the 1970s and 1980s, especially in com- 
paring American history with Germany’s opposite kind of exceptionalism, its 
Sonderweg, as far as Jews are concerned. In reviewing this debate, one histo- 
rian has revealingly concluded that “upon scrutiny every nation had its own 
exceptionalism. ”*9 

Historical perspective also suggests the need to correct another kind of ret- 
rospective romanticism: Most Jews did not come to the United States primarily 
in a search for religious freedom but rather for immediate, pressing reasons, 
hopes to escape poverty most of all. The majority certainly did not come 
because they perceived the country as a haven of cultural pluralism. Indeed, it 
is anachronistic to speak of cultural pluralism as an ideal for Jews coming from 
eastern Europe; such ideas were simply not part of their intellectual baggage. 
Similarly, long-resident Americans accepted immigrants, Jews included, 
because their labor was believed necessary to build the country, not because of 
any cultural contributions Jews might make. (“Immigrant gifts” is, again, a 
concept worked out by later generations.) 

“Accepted” is not quite the appropriate word, at any rate, since native-born 
Americans were never asked to accept immigration. There was no national ref- 
erendum, no searching for political consensus concerning whether millions of 
Jews and other immigrants should be invited to the United States. No one can 
state confidently what such a referendum might have produced, but it is a rea- 
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sonable guess that there would have been a solid majority in opposition to 
large-scale immigration. Jews and other immigrants came by the millions not 
because they were in some sense invited by the American people but rather 
because of the “push” from Europe and the “pull” of the expanding labor 
market in the United States. The Founding Fathers had in fact been mostly 
hostile to the idea of large-scale immigration, and profound doubts about it 
continued to be expressed by leading Americans throughout the nineteenth 
and twentieth centuries. 

But those doubts never found a powerful political focus. Historians of anti- 
Semitism m America have been concerned primarily with issues of lingering 
stereotypes, social exclusion, and obstacles to equality of opportunity, not anti- 
Semitism as a political device. During the nineteenth and early twentieth cen- 
turies, Jews found many occupations and neighborhoods closed to them by 
the forces of bigotry, but hostility to Jews in America remained mostly latent 
and ambiguous, not overt, militant, or violent. One historian has written that 
in America “no decisive event, no deep crisis, no powerful social movement, 
no great individual is associated primarily . . . with anti-Semitism.”4° Another 
has concluded that if the United States “has not been utter heaven for Jews, it 
has been as far from hell as Jews in the Diaspora have ever known.”#! 

Prior to World War I in the United States as in Great Britain there were no 
significant American ideologists or popularizers of anti-Semitism comparable 
to Duhring, Marr, Barrés, or Drumont, with the minor exceptions of Ignatius 
Donnelly and Torn Watson, to be discussed in Chapter 11. Even the underly- 
ing expectation that Jews should “disappear” once they had been given civil 
equality was not so all-embracing; it was closer in nature to the British tolera- 
tion of idiosyncrasies and lingering ethnic differences than, say, French inte- 
gral nationalism. Sull, prior to the mid-twentieth century, few if any non-Jew- 
ish Americans expressed much sympathy for Jewish separatism, and the 
insistence of American ruling elites that immigrants conform to Anglo-Saxon 
linguistic and cultural norms was typically unyielding. But that insistence grad- 
ually weakened as American identity grew less narrowly associated with notions 
of a single “truly American” race, religious tradition, and integral culture — a 
protracted process, to be sure, stretching well into the final years of the twenti- 
eth century. 

What is perhaps most exceptional in American history has been the ongoing, 
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often tumultuous process of redefining what it means to be an American. 
There has been a slow but gathering consensus that American identity is prop- 
erly pluralistic and open to all people. In that regard, developments in America 
may be said to have paralleled the nineteenth-century process in Great Britain 
of a gradual, prudent, yet ever-widening toleration of minorities, but in Amer- 
ica the process was more influenced by Jews themselves, in both theoretical and 
practical ways. That the Statue of Liberty, the symbol of America for much of 
the world by the early twentieth century, had placed at its base in 1903 a 
bronze plaque with a poem composed by a Jewish American, Emma Lazarus 
(“Give me your tired, your poor, your huddled masses, yearning to breathe free 
...’), suggests the importance of that role. (The poem, with its reference to the 
is not without some awkward undertones. 
Lazarus, moreover, was at best an inconstant defender of the Yiddish-speaking 
element of those huddled masses; she embraced Anglo-Saxon cultural preemi- 
nence without much question.) 

The rise of the Jews in modern times has been especially significant and 
lasting in the United States. As one author has stated the matter, “It is as if cen- 
turies of Jewish energies and ambitions . . . found here a sudden and stunning 
release. .. ."48 Or another: “More than any other immigrant group, Jews have 
found their way into almost every interstice of American life, have taken just 
about every opportunity this nation has to offer, and have given back to Amer- 
ica in enriching ways that are wondrous.”*+ That rise has not provoked a non- 
Jewish backlash of anything like the dimensions in Europe. The nightinare of 
European nationalists, a jewification of their national identity, has been far less 


b 


immigrants as “wretched refuse,’ 


a concern of non-Jewish Americans. From at least the mid-nineteenth cen- 
tury, a Jewish contribution to American civilization has been tacitly and 
increasingly recognized, as have contributions of the Irish, Italians, or Ger- 
mans. Even those who were most adamant in their insistence upon the iden- 
tity of the United States as an Anglo-Saxon, Protestant nation, were often also 
warm defenders of the contributions of Jews to American civilization. They saw 
no major dangers in those contributions and no important contradictions 
between Jewish and American values. 

In this there are certainly strong parallels with the situation in Great 
Britain, but also some important differences. Aristocratic values and the cul- 
tural hegemony of the upper classes have been more important in British his- 
tory. In the more plebeian American scene, a blending of Jewish cultural tradi- 
tions (notably humor), language (the numerous Yiddishisms that have 
become part of American speech), and other tastes (food, music) proceeded 
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with greater ease into a modern American amalgam. That amalgam has been 
pointed to, particularly by the mid-twentieth century but still with origins 
going well into the nineteenth, as a good example of how in America cultures 
can blend and find strength in the blend, of how American identity remained 
relatively optimistic and lacking in the kind of paranoia and fear of the future 
so characteristic of many European countries. Similarly, American nationalism 
in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries remained extraordinarily self-confi- 
dent. Citizens of the richest and most powerful country in the world were rela- 
uvely unaffected by fears of invasion or subversion. The “People of Plenty,” in 
historian David Potter’s phrase,*> lived in a different world from most Euro- 
peans, still insecure in their national identities, fearful of national survival, 
and haunted by visions of poverty and want. 

The issue of fantasy versus reality in Jewish-Gentile relations takes on 
revealing forms in American history, for negative fantasy about Jews has played 
a relatively small role; normal social and economic frictions have been less 
influenced by ideological inflation than elsewhere. The more grotesque of the 
fantasies, such as the blood libel, have been almost entirely absent. Even the 
common perception of Jews as culturally destructive has not been used against 
them to the degree that it has elsewhere. Their large role in the American left, 
as a dissenting minority among other dissenting minorities, has been a source 
of both favorable comment and resentment by non-Jewish Americans. Momm- 
sen’s description of Jewish critical destructiveness as useful in the building of a 
new national character could hardly find a better example than in the role of 
left-wing Jews in the emerging, ever-changing American national character. 
Sull, in the United States as in Great Britain, politically conservative Jews, and 
those close to the political establishment, have played an important role, so 
that the notion of Jews as invariably left wing, although certainly present, has 
been less widely embraced. 

One important reason that the rhetoric in favor of American exceptionalism 
was once so unqualified and prone to myth making was that the Jews who came 
to America found comfort in an image of themselves as opponents of Euro- 
pean tyranny and bigotry, as a courageous people pursuing freedom — in the 
American tradition — rather than being “wretched refuse” driven by poverty. 
They pictured themselves as resisting not only the tyranny of European Gentile 
leaders but also that of rabbinical authorities and the Jewish upper classes, both 
of whom typically cooperated with Gentile authorities. Jewish immigrants to 
America long retained simmering resentments against the European Jewish 
establishment, secular and religious*® — another uncomfortable topic that has 
been almost entirely forgotten by the last decade of the twentieth century. 


45 David M. Potter, People of Plenty: Economic Abundance and American Character (Chicago, 195.4). 


46 These resentments form a key theme in Arthur Hertzberg, The Jews in America: Four Centuries of 
an Uneasy Encounter: A History (New York, 198q). 


256 ESAU’S TEARS 


Even when the American reality was bitterly disappointing, as it unquestion- 
ably was for many Jews, public statements by Jewish leaders were influenced by 
a sense of how much worse things were in Europe, above all in the Russian 
Empire, and it was of course from that troubled, despotic land that the great 
majority of American Jews by the first decades of the twentieth century had 
recently come. As some Jewish observers would later recognize, Jews were 
understandably tempted to exaggerate not only European sins but also Ameri- 
can virtues.? 

Earlier generations of Jewish scholars felt with particular force the need to 
stress how Jews had blended into American society, how they had become one 
hundred percent American. The most recent generation of Jewish-American 
historians, coming of age in the 1960s and 1970s, with a different, often 
explicitly contrasting consciousness from those earlier historians — and in par- 
ticular not feeling the same need to prove their Americanness — have often felt 
freer to point out conflict and dissonance in America’s past.*® 

At any rate, without some strong sense of the European reality, and its own 
important variations from country to country, descriptions of the dark side of 
American history in regard to its Jewish citizens may become mired in provin- 
cialism, in unbalanced and morally absolutist condemnations, or in sweeping 
statements that anti-Semitism was stronger than “previously thought.” Yet 
“strong” and “weak,” without the concrete reference points that comparative 
history provides, remain vague, prone to strongly subjective evaluations. 

In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries the Jewish population in the 
American colonies was extremely small and mainly Sephardic. Even more 
than the Sephardim in France and Great Britain, Jews in America by the mid- 
1700s were accepted by the surrounding society and desired acceptance by it, 
although many colonial legislatures passed measures limiting their rights in 
the earlier part of the century. Many of the Founding Fathers seem to have 
had friendly feelings toward the Jews, and only occasionally did they express 
disdain for them.*® George Washington, the symbolic father of the nation, was 
well known for his welcoming “the children of the stock of Abraham.” He 
expressed hope that they would “continue to merit and enjoy the good will of 
other inhabitants” under a government that “gives to bigotry no sanction.”5° 

At the Constitutional Convention, the framers of the American Constitu- 
tion did not even debate whether Jews should have civil equality. Article VI 
specifically prohibits a religious test for office in the United States, in this 
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regard much in advance of the British Constitution. The First Amendment 
specifically prohibits any federal law that would establish a national church or 
limit the free practice of any religion. There was no comparable restriction on 
the states, however, and in a number of them religion and politics became 
deeply enmeshed. Naturalization of new citizens also became the subject of a 
prolonged and often rancorous debate. 

America’s leaders of the Enlightenment, such figures as Thomas Jefferson, 
Benjamin Frankhn, and John Adams, did not harbor the enmity to Jews so typ- 
ical of such European intellectuals as Voltaire and Diderot. In the 1760s 
Franklin did openly fret, in what would now be called an ethnocentric way, 
about the dangers of “germanization” in Pennsylvania, where there was a large 
and growing German population, but “jewification” was not an issue. His con- 
cerns to preserve the dominant position of English culture of the country 
were widely shared by the Founding Fathers and were reiterated by prominent 
Americans throughout the next two centuries. Similarly, the hostility of the 
Founding Fathers to large-scale immigration derived from their fear of its divi- 
sive potential. 

The population of Jews was extremely small in the eighteenth and early 
nineteenth centuries, and there were not many Jews in America who hewed 
“stubbornly” to Orthodox practice or who seemed to non-Jewish Americans to 
exhibit the kind of social separatism or contempt for their neighbors that 
would prevent their becoming good citizens. Jews simply played a less visible 
role in the early stages of American life, both in a negative and a positive 
sense, than they did in any major country of Europe. While Jefferson, im a typi- 
cally Enlightened way, seems to have accepted as valid the frequent depreca- 
tion of the Talmud and Jewish morality of his time,®! he did not attack Jews 
with the ferocity and monomania of Voltaire. On the other hand, Americans 
did not have Jewish figures who could be compared with Mendelssohn, Heine, 
Marx, or Disraeli. The extremes are missing in the first centuries of American 
history, as is the richness that characterized the European scene. 

American culture did not have the drawing power that the great cultures of 
Europe at the time had for Jewish secular intellectuals. Rather than being 
attracted, most Jewish intellectuals in Europe were repelled, especially by the 
late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Figures as diverse as Sholem 
Aleichem, Leon Trotsky, and Sigmund Freud held American culture in 
extremely low regard. Religious Jews were even more profoundly repelled by 
American life, but whether religious or secular, European Jewish intellectual 
elites were almost unanimous in rejecting American culture as raw, vulgar, and 
crassly materialistic. 

Nevertheless, for ordinary Jews — and it was they, rather than the European 
Jewish elites, who came to America in great numbers — America remained, as a 
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variety of English culture, decidedly in the ranks of the higher civilizations of 
the time. Jews who were little attracted to the predominantly peasant and pre- 
modern cultures of eastern Europe could still feel pride in entering ito the 
ranks of one of the world’s highest civilizations by embracing Anglo-American 
culture. Jews who came to America were, if possible, even more concerned to 
assimilate culturally than were Jews in England, France, or Germany. Much 
the same may be said about religious adaptation, insofar as it can be distin- 
guished from cultural assimilation: American Reform Judaism, even more 
than its German counterpart, took giant steps in the direction of becoming 
like Protestant Christianity. 

The Christian churches in America, whether Protestant or Catholic, were 
less hostile to Jews than were their counterparts in continental Europe. Amer- 
ica’s predominant Christian traditions contained important tendencies toward 
philo-Semitism. The American Puritans fancied themselves modern versions 
of the ancient Hebrews; their religious beliefs owed relatively much to the Old 
Testament and relatively httle to the New. The crucifixion and the Jews’ 
responsibility for it were less central to their beliefs. Similar remarks hold for 
America’s fundamentalist and anabapust sects; they did not typically demonize 
or seek to oppress those that they often admiringly referred to as “the People 
of the Book.” Jewish refusal to believe in Christ, while often mentioned by 
American Christians, does not seem to have evoked the same quality of resent- 
ment in America that it did in much of Europe. 

Sull, Christians in America as elsewhere could hardly ignore the potently 
anti-Judaic and anti-Jewish passages of the New Testament. Negative images of 
Jews were amply propagated in Sunday schools and pulpits in nineteenth-cen- 
tury America. Remarks about Jewish vengefulness and the unforgiving charac- 
ter of Jews are to be widely found in nineteenth-century sermons, speeches, 
novels, and editorials.52 But again, such statements do not seem to have 
evoked the same quality of resentment as in continental Europe, no doubt in 
part because they were not backed up legally or institutionally to a major 
degree, nor did they mesh with deep-rooted historical traditions. Jews in 
America had never been part of a medieval-style corporate body, and they had 
not been legally isolated in ghettos. They never formed a distinct commercial 
caste, nor were they ever required to wear distinctive clothing. 

Even Catholics in America, who in the eighteenth century were also small 
in numbers and without the kind of political power they exercised in many 
countries of continental Europe, eventually came to esteem toleration 
between religious communities, Jews included, no doubt to an important 
degree because Catholics themselves suffered from intolerance. The most seri- 
ous religious hostility throughout much of the early history of the United 
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States was between various Protestant denominations, or between Catholics 
and Protestants, or even between Reform and Orthodox Jews, much less often 
between Jews and Christians. Over the long run, America’s identity as a haven 
from religious persecution by the state became ever more central, and Jews 
inevitably benefited from that identity. Indeed, they helped powerfully to 
shape it. 

Anglo-American political and cultural traditions, which blended with reli- 
gious preferences, emphasized toleration and compromise. Jeffersonian dis- 
trust of centralized political power, linked to an insistence on personal free- 
doms, posed a powerful obstacle to national legislation hostile to Jews. The 
American frontier supported the Yankee’s preference for putting distance 
between himself and the central government, and in a broader way permitted 
escape from the confinements of tradition. Jews, like other Americans who 
headed westward, had unparalleled opportunities to do and be what they 
wanted, without fear of central government, repressive rabbinical authority, or 
more subtle community pressures. 

Yankee traits, like British ones, were easily identified as Jewish in nature. 
The noted German scholar Werner Sombart, in a widely discussed study pub- 
lished in the first years of the twentieth century, made much of the similarity 
of the Jews and the Anglo-Americans. He noted, for example, that both 
believed the acquisition of material wealth was a sign of divine favor.53 German 
conservatives typically made a disunction between Helden and Handler, heroes 
and tradesmen, and they typically saw the Yankees as ignoble money-grubbers. 
The English themselves were often taken aback by the commercial scramble 
in the United States in the nineteenth century, by the “Jewish” souls of the 
Yankees. Frances Trollope, the mother of the famous novelist, wrote that one 
“never heard Americans conversing without the word DOLLAR being pro- 
nounced between them.”54 Nearly a century later, Sigmund Freud saw only 
one reason to have anything to do with Americans: to get their money; they 
were “useful for nothing else.” Americans were “savages” and “swindlers.”5> 
His sneering attitude to the American Dollaronkel (dollar uncle) and the 
malevolent tone of his private remarks about Americans are remarkably like 
those of German aristocrats in regard to the Geldjuden (money Jews). Richard 
Hofstadter’s American Political Tradition suggestively speaks of America as a 
“democracy of cupidity rather than a democracy of fraternity.”5° A democracy 
of fraternity, whatever its merits, is also likely to be more difficult for outsiders 
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to enter, especially when linked to notions of integral nationalism or volkisch 
identities. 

In the United States, Jews who showed a devotion to commercial gain were 
less likely to encounter hostility, particularly aristocratic, anticommercial snob- 
bery, than in Europe. The Wagnerians maintained that the only interest Jews 
had in art was to sell it, whereas true art emerged mystically from the memory 
of shared experiences of a people over centuries. The linkage of art and com- 
mercial gain became more important in America than in any other country in 
history, and charges that Jews wanted to make money from art did not have 
the same sting. 

Barrés complained that for Jews, rootless, eternal wanderers, France was 
merely a place “where their self-interest is best pursued.” The patriotism of 
French Jews, he concluded, was opportunistic, shallow, and fleeting, whereas 
for the true French, the patrie, the fatherland, is the resting place of their 
ancestors beyond memory, and thus a source of a deep and selfless attach- 
ment.>’ Americans, an emigrant people, could not make such exalted claims 
and were less likely to denigrate Jews as recent arrivals. Compared to Euro- 
peans, Americans were nearly all rootless wanderers in a democracy of cupid- 
ity, commercialism, and narrow self-interest. 

America’s lack of a titled nobility similarly meant that Jews faced fewer 
obstacles to gaining social acceptance in the United States. European anti- 
Semites were nearly unanimous in seeing the United States as a land without a 
sense of honor, of history, of aristocratic virtue. A. J. Langbehn, an influental 
speaker for German anti-modernist, aesthetic anti-Semitism, remarked at the 
end of the nineteenth century that “the crude cult of money is a North Ameri- 
can, and at the same time Jewish, trait. . . .”°8 Revealingly, influential Jewish 
leaders in the United States made many of the same points but found merit 
where Europeans found fault. Louis Brandeis, who would become a Supreme 
Court Justice, spoke glowingly of America as a land where Jews could remain 
Jews and be perfectly at home. He asserted that “the Jewish spirit . . . is essen- 
tially modern and essentially American.” In the same period, Drumont 
equated “Americanism” and “Semitism,” both soullessly modern and destruc- 
tive of traditional values.59 

Brandeis eventually became a Zionist, but of a peculiarly American sort. For 
most European Zionists anti-Semitism was not only an important cause for 
their joining the movement; it was also a bitter personal experience. For Bran- 
deis it was neither. Like many other leading American Jews, Brandeis expressed 
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faith in the goodwill of the non-Jewish majority, and he had few if any experi- 
ences of anti-Semitism that left him with bitter memories. He did believe in a 
Jewish homeland in Palestine — for others, not American Jews. 

Since the Jews who came to the United States were to an important extent 
those who cared relatively little for Jewish religious tradition, America was all 
the more attractive to them. Few of them could claim illustrious Jewish lin- 
eage (yzkhus). Many yearned to escape from their Jewish identity, or at least 
from certain elements of it. Jewish self-made men were legion in America. If 
many of them lacked polish, it was not particularly important in this new 
land. The commonly criticized tactlessness of Jews, their loud and pushy ways, 
all were less an issue in a country where manners were generally coarse, 
where civility, genteel style, and patrician culture in the European sense were 
suspect — indeed, “un-American.” Even American speech, considered by edu- 
cated Europeans to be nasal, sloppy, and vulgar in form, corresponded to the 
views of assimilated European Jews concerning Yiddish; both were dismissed 
as whining, debased dialects, with the tonal qualities appropriate to hawkers 
and peddlers. 


Racism and Social Conflict in the United States 


The preoccupation with race in Europe in the late nineteenth century 
definitely had its counterparts in the United States but in ways that may have 
decreased rather than increased anti-Semitism. America’s black population 
was believed by the majority of nineteenth-century white Americans to be 
racially inferior, and the findings of nineteenth-century “science” that con- 
firmed black inferiority were welcomed as a modern justification of social sep- 
aration and the political disenfranchisement of blacks. Jews were accepted as 
whites; potential hostility to them as different was minimized, since blacks 
were incomparably more different — and threatening, decidedly not “inoffen- 
sive.” Just as religious hostility in the United States was significantly deflected 
from Jews, finding expression between Christian sects, so American racial hos- 
tilities, which were almost certainly more intense than religious hostilities by 
the middle of the nineteenth century, tended to be between blacks and whites, 
while Jews were accepted as whites by most non-Jews. 

Insofar as the notion of racial inequality among whites was espoused in the 
middle years of the century, it was in regard to the newly arriving Irish. In 
these years, Jews themselves typically shared the Anglo-American negative 
evaluations of both blacks and Irish. Rabbi Isaac Mayer Wise, a prominent Jew- 
ish leader at midcentury active in Reform Judaism, energetically defended 
Negro slavery. He believed it just to buy and sell “savages,” and to “place them 
under the protection of the law [securing for them], the benefit of civilized 


© Peter Grose, /srael in the Mind of America (New York, 198 4), 55-0. 


262 ESAU’S TEARS 


society.”6! Wise was bitterly.opposed to Abraham Lincoln, whom he described 
as an “imbecile.” 

Wise did not speak for all Jews in America. Most northern Jews were sup- 
porters of Lincoln, and he became undoubtedly the most popular president 
among Jews until Franklin D. Roosevelt. It is nevertheless possible to recognize 
in Wise’s words the same kind of language used by nationalistic, and racist, 
German Jews in denigrating the Slavic peasant peoples around them in the 
late nineteenth century. In America as in Europe the evidence suggests that 
prevailing Jewish attitudes to race, until the turn of the century, did not differ 
markedly from non-Jewish attitudes. 

The German-speaking Jews from central Europe who began to arrive in 
increasing numbers after the failures of the revolutions in Europe in the late 
1840s were perceived by native-born Americans primarily as Germans rather 
than as Jews. Germans were, after the English, the largest ethnic group in 
America and were widely considered an up-and-coming people. German- 
speaking Jews were on the whole more educated and less inclined to alcoholic 
abuse and violence than were the Catholic Insh. German Jews quickly rose in 
wealth and in social position by the latter part of the nineteenth century. 

During the Civil War, Jews in some areas encountered an upsurge of hostil- 
ity. They were accused by both sides of being unpatriotic, interested only in 
profiteering.® General Grant's infamous Order No. 11 charged Jews, “as a 
class,” with “violating every regulation of trade” established by the authorities; 
they were given twenty-four hours to get out of the war zone. But Order No. 11 
was reversed within a few weeks, as soon as President Lincoln heard of it. Wars 
are notorious for bringing out the worst, and the best, in people, or the worst 
and best potential in any given society. In balance, Grant’s order appears to 
have been more of a contretemps than a symbol of a deep or serious problem. 

The charges against Jews in the Civil War appear to have been for the most 
part exaggerated or simply false. Although there were unscrupulous Jews who 
sought to profit from the war, such individuals were to be found from all reli- 
gious backgrounds; there is little evidence to support the charge that Jews were 
war profiteers significantly more often than others. It is possible that Jews were 
noticed more because they looked different and also because their profiteering 
was small-scale and without powerful protectors, whereas Gentile profiteers 
operated on a larger scale and had friends in influential places. But however 
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important these negative impressions of Jews may have been, individual Jews on 
both sides of this American war served with bravery on the battlefield, and both 
sides honored them with abundant recognition. Many non-Jews stepped for- 
ward, in the South as in the North, to defend Jews against their accusers. 

Even Grant had friends who were Jews, a number of whom he later 
appointed to high office. Grant’s wartime orders do not seem to have 
reflected any special hatred for Jews. Indeed, he regretted those orders for the 
rest of his life. As president, in response to appeals from Jews in the United 
States, he lent his support to protests against the persecutions of Jews in Roma- 
nia, and he told Jewish representatives that “the sufferings of the Hebrews of 
Roumania profoundly touch every sensibility of our nature.” 

The financial scandals that marked the end of the liberal era and the begin- 
ning of the economically troubled 1870s and 1880s in Europe had plenuful 
counterparts in the United States. Corruption in high places became even 
more of an issue in the United States than in Europe at that time. Yet Jews in 
America were not conspicuous in or blamed for difficulties in those years. The 
European anti-Semitic agitators of the 1870s and 1880s could plausibly iden- 
tify Jews as having a major role in financial crashes, bribery, corruption in high 
places, and spoliation of the landscape. These matters were of concern in the 
United States as well, but Jews were rarely blamed for them. 


The Jews in Hungary 


Jews in Hungary in the second half of the nineteenth century encoun- 
tered, on the whole, an even more hospitable environment than in western 
Europe. A persuasive case might be made that in Hungary there was a more 
remarkable success story than in the United States, remarkable because of the 
numbers of Jews in Hungary and the rapidity of their rise in other regards. 
From less than 1 percent of the population for most of the eighteenth cen- 
tury, the proportion of Jews in the county steadily rose: 2 percent in the first 
decades of the nineteenth century, 4 percent by midcentury, 5 percent at the 
turn of the century. By 1910 there were 911,000 Jews in Hungary out of a total 
population of 21 million.6? Between 1787 and 1910 the overall population of 
Hungary grew 125 percent, whereas the number of Jews in the country grew 
1,021 percent.® 
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There seems little question that Hungary experienced the largest relative 
increase in Jewish population through immigration of any major county in 
the world in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The Jewish popula- 
tion in France for the same period increased only two or three times, slightly 
more than the rise of the non-Jewish population. Even the massive increase, 
absolute and relative, of Jews in the United States hovered between 1 and 2 
percent of the population. 

These figures still do not convey the entire story, in that a larger percentage 
of Jewish immigrants moved to the capital city in Hungary than into any other 
capital city. The Jewish population of Budapest toward the end of the century 
surged to over 200,000, close to a quarter of the population of the city and the 
largest population of Jews in any capital city of Europe. (Its rival in this regard, 
Warsaw, was not yet a capital city, since Poland was not yet independent.) In 
Paris, a city with a much larger total population than Budapest (Paris: 2.7 mil- 
lion in 1900; Budapest: 732,000), Jews numbered between 30,000 and 
40,000, around 1 percent of the total.°9 

What might be termed the Jewish presence in Budapest overshadowed even 
that striking percentage. Jews flocked to the professions; by 1910 45 percent 
of the capital’s lawyers were Jews, as were 43 percent of the journalists and 62 
percent of the doctors.” Much more than in Vienna, Jews in Budapest could 
exercise a decisive influence in elections, since as an affluent population they 
constituted about half of those in the capital who were qualified to vote. Simi- 
larly, in national elections, in which only 5 percent of Hungary’s population 
had the vote, Jews played a role wholly disproportionate to their own 5 per- 
cent of the total population, both as qualified voters and, more subtly but even 
more importantly, as those who provided money, advice, and organizational 
support to parliamentary candidates. As one scholar has remarked, “Hungar- 
ian liberals actually governed the state and used their power vigorously to 
defend Jewish emancipation.”7! 

The rise of the Jews in Hungary was noteworthy not only in terms of easily 
measurable aspects — increasing population, per capital income, educational 
levels, representation in high political, military, and judicial positions — but 
also in terms of the generally favorable attitude of the older ruling orders to 
that rise. The experience of Jews in Hungary stands as an instructive coun- 
terexample for those who maintain that the absolute number of Jews, or the 
proportion of Jews to non-Jews in any given area, constitutes a decisive stimu- 
lus to anti-Semitism. The Hungarian experience suggests how much more tan- 
gled are the causes of Jew-hatred than mere numbers, however important that 
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factor may generally be. It similarly offers a revealing example of the intricate 
interplay of fantasy and reality. 

Throughout the nineteenth century Hungary remained an attractive desti- 
nation for Jews, and the ruling elite of the country welcomed large numbers of 
them as did no other. It was not that the ruling classes in Hungary were philo- 
Semitic, and it would be a mistake to describe the county as a haven for the 
oppressed and poverty-stricken Jews from eastern Europe, as the United States 
would later become. Indeed, the disdain that many of the Magyar nobility felt 
for the Ostjuden was scarcely distinguishable from the feelings of the ruling 
elites elsewhere in Europe. Even the willingness of the Magyar upper orders to 
work closely with Jews in specific areas, for example, to let Jews handle their 
economic affairs, was not significantly different from the attitudes of the upper 
orders in much of eastern Europe. The main difference was that the Magyar 
ruling class was inclined to accept Jews who embraced Magyar language and 
culture as “real” members of the nation, not as permanent outsiders whose 
race or religion precluded their ever becoming adequately Magyar. Such an 
inchnation was not entirely absent but was less significant among the Polish, 
Russian, Romanian, and German elites in their respective countries. 

A related point is that Magyar nationalism focused more on cultural, as dis- 
tinguished from racial or religious, matters; those Jews who adopted Magyar 
culture were acceptable in ways that Jews who embraced German culture in 
Germany or German-speaking Austria ultimately were not, since the issue of 
race loomed larger in those areas. Similarly, since Catholic religion was so inte- 
grally a part of Polish national identity, it was difficult for Poles to accept non- 
Catholics as genuine Poles, whether they were German Protestants, followers 
of Russian Orthodoxy, or Jews. Religious and racial intolerance were present 
in Hungary also, but the ruling elites by the later half of the nineteenth cen- 
tury come across as subtly more tolerant in regard to acculturated Jews than 
were their counterparts in most other countries of Europe. It must be reem- 
phasized that these were nuances, not stark contrasts; social barners remained 
for Jews, even when political and economic barriers were lower. Still, the 
nuances of Magyar—Jewish relationships came to have long-range significance 
in the unusual ability of Hungary to assimilate large numbers of Jews, to 
accept them both as useful and genuine members of the Magyar nation. 

Several factors played an obvious role in the evolution of this peculiar atu- 
tude on the part of the Magyar elite. One is that both Catholic and Protestant 
faiths were significantly represented among the ruling orders of Hungary, 
reducing the attractions of unitary nationalism based on religious identity. In 
this blurring of issues of nationalism and religion, Hungary had something in 
common with Great Bnitain and the United States. Probably more important in 
reducing potential Magyar hostility to Jews, however, was the status of the Mag- 
yars as a minority in the lands over which they ruled; they were especially con- 
cerned about their numerical weakness in an epoch of nascent nationalism in 
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eastern Europe, and they Were eager for allies. There was a fairly numerous 
Magyar peasantry, but much of the rural lower class mn territories claimed by 
Hungary was Slavic and Romanian, whereas the urban middle class was pre- 
dominantly German and Jewish. Magyar nationalists were haunted by the 
remark of Herder that Magyars might eventually disappear, swallowed up by 
the Slavic and Germanic peoples that surrounded them”? 

This Magyar fear of disappearing through absorption by more rapidly 
reproducing peoples, which many contemporaries described as verging on an 
obsession, led government authorities in Hungary, particularly in the second 
half of the nineteenth century, to launch a concerted, sometimes brutal effort 
to magyarize the population.’? Those authorities often encountered stubborn 
resistance from peoples who hung on tenaciously to their national—hnguistic 
identity. Therefore, any non-Magyars who willingly took up Magyar language 
and culture were viewed as valuable allies. 

Of the groups that did magyarize during the nineteenth century, the Jews 
were important in sheer numbers but even more because magyarized Jews 
contributed more powerfully than other groups to the modernization of the 
Magyar nation and to its economic development, scientific progress, and inter- 
national stature. A significant proportion of the Jews of Hungary embraced a 
Magyar cultural identity with genuine enthusiasm. Such Jews accepted, often 
in a quite combative way, the prevalent nineteenth-century notion that there 
were “historic” peoples, such as the Germans, Poles, and Magyars, and “histo- 
ryless” peoples, such as the Slovaks, Romanians, or Ukrainians — who should 
be absorbed by the historic peoples. 

Jews came to be perceived as shock troops in the struggle for Magyar domi- 
nation. In the process they sometimes earned for themselves a special enmity 
from the peoples who refused to disappear and who resented being dealt with 
as inferiors. Such resentments, as we have seen, assumed even larger dimen- 
sions in the relations of German-speaking Jews with “historyless” peoples else- 
where in the Dual monarchy, since German-speaking Jews were equally notori- 
ous as crusaders for the superiority of German culture. Jews in central Europe, 
who would later suffer so much at the hands of racists, were themselves often 
perceived, and not without reason, as racist defenders of Magyar and German 
superiority. 

A surprising number of the major artists, poets, and authors in the Magyar 
language in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries were of Jewish back- 
ground. The accomplishments of Jewish—Magyar scientists were possibly even 
more impressive.”4 Again we are speaking of a nuance, since in nearly every 
country of Europe, acculturated Jews made major contributions to the arts 
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and sciences, but their contribution finally stands out in Hungary more than 
elsewhere. 

Yet another aspect of the Hungarian scene that made for a warmer wel- 
come to Jews was the nature of liberalism in the country. We have seen the 
considerable variety of liberalism in Germany, Austria, France, Russia, Great 
Britain, and the United States. Hungarian liberalism represents yet another 
variant. Whereas in most western countries liberal ideas were identified with 
the bourgeoisie or the middle classes, in Hungary those ideas were forwarded 
by intellectuals from the nobility, a class that was more numerous than in 
nearly any other country. (The noble to non-noble proportion was 1 to 820 in 
Bohemia—Moravia, 1 to 100 in France, and 1 to 12 in Hungary.)”> Such intel- 
lectuals saw hberal, modernizing reform as necessary to the survival of their 
country and as a necessary element of a national assertion in the modern 
world. Their relatively large numbers also gave them a plausible claim to speak 
for the Hungarian nation. However, they were not themselves bourgeois in 
style and habits, and they did not normally engage in commerce and industry. 

There were liberal, reforming nobles in France and Great Britain, but their 
numbers were small in relation to the French and British liberals of middle- 
class origin with whom they were allied. In Hungary the non-noble allies of the 
reforming nobility were overwhelmingly Jews who embraced the cultural style 
of the Magyar nobility and gentry. Again, an absorption by the upper classes of 
the bourgeoisie was a common enough phenomenon in other countries, as, 
for example, the much-discussed junkerization of the German bourgeoisie, but 
in Hungary it was particularly striking in the case of the Jews. The highest aspi- 
ration for many Jews in Hungary was to become like the haughty Magyar nobil- 
ity and gentry, even if such Jews did retain certain bourgeois traits, having to 
do, for example, with financial discretion and regular work habits. 

A final reason that might be mentioned for the relative weakness in Hun- 
gary of anti-Jewish sentiment was that Hungary’s non-Jewish middle class was 
still small and tended to be German in origin, “native” only in that it had been 
in the country since the eighteenth century, when Empress Maria-Theresa had 
invited German settlers into Hungary to help remedy the ravages of Turkish 
occupation. Interestingly, Hungarian anti-Semites in the late 1870s were hurt 
to some degree by the accusation that they were introducing a foreign, Ger- 
manic-racist ideology into Hungary. 

There were organized anti-Semites in Hungary by the mid-1870s, but they 
remained on the fringe of political life even more than was the case in Ger- 
many. With the vastly increased movement of Jews out of eastern Europe by 
the early 1880s, out of the lands bordering on Hungary, those anti-Semites 
began to attract a larger following. Although most of the Jews leaving Russia, 
Galicia, and Romania made their way to the New World, for some of them 
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Hungary, where Jews had been granted full civil equality in 1867 and where 
there were many economic opportunities, was an attractive destination. It was 
also close by, whereas the New World was distant and for many a frightening 
prospect. Jews had been moving into Hungary since the early part of the cen- 
tury. At first they came from the western, mostly German-speaking parts of the 
Habsburg Empire. But by the 1880s migration out of Russia and out of neigh- 
boring Galicia began to replace the earlier patterns. 

The first waves of Jewish immigrants to Hungary in the early nineteenth 
century were relatively modern in their habits and were German speaking. 
They took up Magyar language and culture with relative ease. However, the 
next waves were more backward, poorer, religiously more Orthodox, and 
more resistant to acculturation. In Hungary there developed a replication of 
the tensions between Jews of German origin and Ostjuden that were so con- 
spicuous in all the countries so far examined, with much the same sources, 
prominent among which was a fear that the backward Jews from eastern 
Europe would revive or intensify anti-Jewish feelings where they had been 
steadily dwindling, which would mean a loss of hard-gained status for the 
native born Jew. 

As one historian has put it, “within a few decades, the Jews of Hungary 
achieved a formidable, if not commanding, position in the country’s eco- 
nomic, financial, and cultural life.”76 Grumbling began to be heard on the 
part of non-Jewish Hungarians who had previously remained silent. When 
wealthy Jews began to buy up, at a rapid rate, land previously held by the gen- 
try and aristocracy, the grumbling became more pronounced. When Jews 
from Russia threatened to pour into the country at an even greater rate, after 
the tsar’s assassination in 1881 and the ensuing pogroms, even Hungarians 
who had defended a Jewish presence as beneficial to the country began to 
express reservations. Back in the 1840s, in the debates concerning Jewish 
emancipation, Count Istvan Széchenyi, a prominent statesman and reforming, 
liberal aristocrat, had remarked that other, larger countries might be able to 
absorb large numbers of Jews, since such countries were “lakes” into which a 
bottle of Jewish “ink” could easily disappear, but the same amount of Jewish 
ink would spoil the Magyar “soup.””” Although his arguments did not prevail, 
by the 1880s the metaphor of Jewish ink ruining the Magyar soup took on new 
meaning and appeal. 

Széchenyi does not qualify as an anti-Semite as defined in previous chap- 
ters. His arguments were based on real factors, not fantasies, and his tone was 
calm — indeed, his concern with the Jewish question was not major. The first 
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important anti-Semite in modern Hungarian history was Gy6zo Istéczy, one of 
the more enigmatic agitators to appear in Europe in the 1870s. Ist6czy’s early 
life and personality hardly suggest the makings of a racist bigot. He was of 
Catholic background, a member of the landed gentry, well educated, widely 
traveled, an excellent athlete, a “friendly, well-mannered young man who 
moved with facility and grace in social circles,””8 and successful in his career as 
a lawyer and public servant in the late 1860s and early 1870s. In these years 
his political views were liberal, which naturally entailed an acceptance of Jew- 
ish emancipation and a belief that Jews could be useful additions to the Hun- 
garian nation. 

What turned Ist6czy so single-mindedly against the Jews is not clear. By his 
own account, which in some ways resembles Bockel’s account of the experi- 
ences that impelled him to defend the Hessian peasanty, it was because of his 
experience with Jews in a complicated series of trials surrounding the auction of 
an estate, during which a large number of them conspired in false testimony 
against him.” He eventually won the case and was cleared of the charges that 
the Jews allegedly concocted against him, but that experience, he avowed, 
totally altered his attitude to Jews. He was subsequently elected to the Hungar- 
ian parliament, and in a debate about granting citizenship to foreign Jews living 
in Hungary, he broke into an anti-Semitic tirade. Revealingly, his words were 
greeted with surprise, catcalls, and laughter. The prime minister dismissed his 
remarks by stating that there was no Jewish problem in Hungary, in sharp con- 
trast to the countries on her borders, both to the east and the west. 

Ist6czy’s first outburst occurred in 1875. In the next few years, his attacks 
on Jews took on texture and scope, but he remained on the fringe of Hungar- 
ian politics. He began to seek out contacts with the anti-Semitic agitators in 
Austria and Germany, although unlike many of them, his hostility to Jews was 
expressed in cultural rather than explicitly racial terms. Also unlike German- 
speaking anti-Semites, he developed a program for solving the Jewish problem 
that had intriguing proto-Zionist elements to it. To some degree his argument 
was familiar: that it was unreasonable to believe that the Jews, who had resisted 
assimilation for millennia, could now, within the span of a few decades, 
become genuinely Hungarian. Their ultimate and strongest attachments 
would always be to the Jewish nation. What was less familiar were his conclu- 
sions: Jews should be actively encouraged to move to Palestine, where they 
would find kindred Semitic peoples in the Arabs and might, with their many 
talents, even be welcomed by the sultan. 

Ist6czy’s attitude to the Jews, much like that of Marr, remained a disonentng 
brew of admiration and distaste, broad-mindedness and narrow resentment. 
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Even in attacking them, however, he did not describe them as vermin or call for 
their physical destruction. But he did try to mobilize political support for ant- 
Semitism, to use resentment against Jews as a political device. 

His greatest opportunity came with the notorious Tiszaeszlar Affair in 1882. 
In a bizarre trial, one that attracted worldwide attention, Jews in the village of 
Tiszaeszlar were accused of ritually murdering a fourteen-year-old girl. One of 
the many unusual aspects of this trial was that the chief witnesses for the prose- 
cution were the sons of the synagogue sexton. They testified that they had 
seen their father, aided by a shohet (ritual slaughterer), murder the girl in the 
synagogue and collect her blood. Their motives in testifying against their own 
father remained murky, and their testimony was discredited in the trial. Sull, 
much confusion and rancor developed over the body in question, found in 
the river several months after the alleged murder. Anti-Semites charged that 
the badly decomposed body was not that of the girl but rather of a Jewish pros- 
titute who resembled her. The substitute body was part of an elaborate con- 
spiracy, in which the powerful Jews of Budapest had become involved, to cover 
up what had actually happened to the girl. The ambiguous verdict of “not 
proven” rather than “not guilty,” linked to the prosecuting attorney's remarks 
that he did not himself believe the Jews guilty, fed anti-Semitic indignation 
and the charge that there had been no real tnal, since the prosecution had 
not even tried to uncover evidence against the accused. Immediately following 
the tnal, anti-Jewish rioting spread across Hungary, and the anti-Semitic press 
charged that Jews had achieved a stranglehold on the institutions of the Hun- 
garian state and its legal system; Jews would go to any length to protect fellow 
Jews, including lies, bribery, and intimidation. 

In October 1883 Istéczy founded the National Anti-Semitic Party, with a 
platform that called for major reforms: loosening and counterbalancing the 
powerful role of Jews in Hungary’s political, economic, and cultural life; regu- 
lation of licenses to sell alcoholic beverages, designed to prevent Jews from 
owning taverns; a prohibition of civil marriages between Jews and Gentiles; 
and measures to stem the influx of Jews into Hungary.®° In 1883 his party won 
thirteen seats to the Hungarian parliament. 

Yet this flare-up of hostility to Jews in Hungary, which undoubtedly was seri- 
ous, had no important sequel, at least not before World War I. In the long run, 
Ist6czy was even less successful politically than the anti-Semites in Germany 
and Austria. His movement collapsed only a few years after it started. None of 
his proposals were passed in parliament or even had a remote chance of suc- 
cess. The authorities and other prominent non-Jewish leaders spoke up 
quickly and forthrightly against Jew-hatred. The minister of culture character- 
istically remarked that “anti-Semitism serves only as a pretext to undermine 
the foundations of the social order. . . . [Riots] begin with Herschko or Itzig 
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[characteristic Jewish names in Hungary] and lead to Prince Esterhazy.”*! In 
short, non-Jews had good reason to oppose anti-Semitism and to feel relieved 
that it failed to gain a significant following. That was by no means an unusual 
attitude throughout Europe. 


Part Two, in surveying the appearance of modern anti-Semitism in seven coun- 
tries, has provided ample evidence of how different from today were opinions 
in the 1870s and 1880s about the nature of Jew-hatred. Then nearly everyone 
believed that Jews were hated for real, palpable reasons, for things that they 
did — or at least that large numbers of them did — not for baseless fantasies 
about them. Jews themselves forwarded this position at least as often as non- 
Jews, although Jewish leaders typically insisted that all Jews should not be held 
responsible for the misdeeds of a minority of them. It was also widely believed 
that hatred of Jews would diminish as they continued to reform themselves. 

This survey has also emphasized how many common beliefs and generaliza- 
tions to be found in histories of anti-Semitism cannot survive close scrutiny. 
The move from religious hatred to racial hatred, for example, is often too sim- 
ply conceived, since religion continued to play a central role in the activities of 
men like Stoecker or in organizations like the Assumptionists, whereas racism 
played a minor or negligible role in the proposals of many if not most consid- 
ered to be modern anti-Semites — von Treitschke, Istéczy, Stoecker, and Vogel- 
sang, for example. Moreover, many of the self-described modern, antireligious 
racists, such as Marr, described the Jewish race in ways that differed in a num- 
ber of important ways from later Nazi racism. Indeed, the attitude to Jews seen 
in nearly all of these men was “moderate” compared with later Nazi attitudes. 
Treitschke and others saw Jews as posing a problem that needed a solution, 
whether political or simply in terms of changes in attitudes; he and others hike 
him did not think of the Jews as demons who should be banished from their 
countries or murdered. 

It is particularly inaccurate and misleading to insist that these anti-Jewish 
leaders were lashing out at targets they knew nothing about. Nearly all of the 
prominent anti-Semites of these years had regular, even intimate contacts with 
Jews. Marr is the most extreme example of an anti-Semite with extensive Jew- 
ish contacts, but Drumont worked closely with Jews in his early career, as did 
von Schonerer and Wagner — indeed, in Wagner's case they continued well 
into his mature years. Von Treitschke’s ire at Graetz’s writings was hardly the 
result of baseless fantasies, and Goldwyn Smith’s anger at Disraeli was based 
on the fact that Disraeli had mocked him. Smith and others who attacked Dis- 
raeli in anti-Semitic language also simply differed with Disraeli on political and 
foreign policy issues. 

The rise of the Jews in the nineteenth century — another form of “what the 
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Jews actually did” — is a subject that has so far received inadequate attention or 
analysis in most accounts of ant-Semitism. Undoubtedly, Jews were perceived 
in all countries as “rising,” and they were rising, though hardly to the extent 
that many believed. Anti-Semitism and rising Jews need to be studied together. 
Fear and hatred of them were by no means ngidly or infallibly linked to their 
rise, as the British, American, and Hungarian examples demonstrate, but on 
the other hand those examples do not prove that there was absolutely no rela- 
tionship between a Jewish rise and a rise in anti-Semitism — or that hostility to 
Jews was based entirely on fantastic perceptions of them. 

Many accounts of the Jews in the nineteenth century celebrate their remark- 
able accomplishments, but little effort has been made to relate or reconcile 
that story with the widespread belief that Jews faced terrible obstacles — crip- 
pling discrimination and pervasive hostility. Striking a proper balance is of 
course inherently elusive, but how credible is a story that, on the one hand, 
tells of Jews rising dramatically, to become a starkly disproportionate part of the 
extremely wealthy and of the professional classes in many countries, and, on 
the other, that emphasizes how Jewish aspirations were cruelly blocked wher- 
ever they turned? Indeed, there are implications to this disparity that are not 
often considered and that will be central to following chapters: If Jews were so 
remarkably successful in the face of pervasive and tenacious hostility, how 
much greater might their success have been if they had faced no hostility at all? 
Does their great success in spite of pervasive hostility not speak in favor finally 
of their superiority to the peoples among whom they lived? Might their sup- 
posed “right to rule” have been achieved if they had not been so unfairly held 
back? Would they have taken over leading positions in many of the countries in 
which they lived, even as a minority of 1 to 5 percent of the total population? 

The paradoxes of the Dreyfus Affair — when anti-Semites like Picquart 
played a key role on Alfred Dreyfus’s eventual exoneration — find echoes in 
every country. Similarly, although there were many crude and simple-minded 
anti-Semites, many other self-declared enemies of the Jews were of first-rate 
abilities and worldly success. Wagner and Barrés are among the more striking 
examples, but there are a large number of others, among them von Treitschke, 
Goldwyn Smith, Ist6czy, and Vogelsang. Other examples, some even more strik- 
ing, will be provided in subsequent chapters. 


—= PART THREE 


THE BELLE EPOQUE 
(1890-1914) 


Now that sixty years have passed, and only the disillu- 
sionment of reality remains, we look back . . . with a 
sad feeling of regret; we were happy then and did 
not know it. (Paolo Minelli)! 


The decades immediately before World War I appear in retrospect to 
have a vague unity to them, one reflected in such terms as belle époque, Wil- 
helmian, or Edwardian. The temptation to see these years as a whole, in spite 
of a dazzling diversity in the intellectual and cultural arenas, derives in part 
from the simple facts that a new century began in 1900 and a world war 
erupted in 1914. But there were other markers, dating back to 1890. In that 
year Bismarck left office, the new chancellor, von Caprivi, spoke of a “new 
course,” and the new emperor, Wilhelm II, began to put his peculiar stamp on 
German — and European - life. Queen Victoria’s death in 1901 and the acces- 
sion of the sybaritic Edward VII marked as well a distinct change of tone. The 
removal of those imposing older figures from the scene implied an end to 
confinements and restrictions — portentous, at least in retrospect. 

The rosy hues of this beautiful epoch, of what has also been called the 
“Golden Age of Security,”? have been often overdrawn, but a persuasive case 
can be made that these years represented the pinnacle of modern European 
civilization, even if their reckless dynamism also brought insecurity and threat- 
ened self-destruction. Thus, intertwined with the sense of delight in some 
quarters were feelings of decadence and decay, of anxiety over social and polit- 
ical disintegration — inklings of coming disasters. 

Other developments in the 1890s also struck contemporaries as epoch 
making. The German Social Democratic Party emerged from its outlawed sta- 
tus and began a process of rapid growth, promising to take power in Germany 
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in the near future, a prospect that profoundly alarmed the ruling classes in 
Germany. France, Russia, and Great Britain entered into a gradual process of 
diplomatic rapprochement, resulting in what Germany’s leaders had long- 
feared: encirclement. Germany’s ruling orders believed that they faced grow- 
ing threats, both inside and outside Germany, and their efforts to counter 
these perceived threats — and even their exaggeration of them in order to 
mobilize support for the status quo — set the tone to the twenty-odd years in 
Europe before the war. The continuing drift of Germany’s already junkerized 
and “panicked” middle classes toward a more tribalistic nationalism seems to 
have been much influenced by anxiety about enemies on all sides. Yet Ger- 
many’s neighbors in turn felt ever more menaced by what they perceived as an 
expansionist, saber-rattling Germany. 

On a more hopeful note, the Great Depression of the 1870s and 1880s 
eased, after a final plunge in the early 1890s, and Europe’s economies again 
showed considerable productivity, driven forward by what economic historians 
have termed a “second” industrial revolution, based on the chemical and elec- 
trical industries. In them a chain of scientific and technological discoveries 
helped to transform the material living conditions of millions of people, pro- 
viding such innovations as electrical lights, more rapid and easily available 
transportation, and mass production of synthetic clothing. The situation in 
the rural sector shifted significantly also, with a rise in commodity prices and 
income from land, a rise that was largely the result of the rapidly growing 
demand for food and other agricultural commodities in the ever more popu- 
lous urban industrial centers. 

These changes found abundant if sometimes inscrutable expression in the 
shifting relations of Jews and non-Jews. Anti-Semitism assumed different 
dimensions. Politically, it weakened to insignificance in Germany, whereas in 
Austria the anti-Semitic Christian Social movement achieved unparalleled suc- 
cesses. As has already been described, a dramatic anti-Semitic affair erupted in 
France; similar eruptions occurred in Russia and the United States, shaking 
the population of those countries, too, and drawing worldwide attention to 
the issues of Jewish victimization as well as alleged Jewish power. 

A puzzling contrast thus presents itself as a central theme of Part Three. In 
Germany, where political anti-Semitism first appeared as an influential move- 
ment in the 1880s, a relatively dormant period in terms of political attacks on 
Jews ensued from the 1890s to the eve of the war. On the other hand, in France, 
where anti-Semitism had been widely assumed to be weak, a major episode of 
anti-Semitism erupted around the Dreyfus Affair. These various developments 
contnbuted to, or were a part of, a fundamental shift in Jewish self-image and in 
a related faith in the possibility of Gentile-Jewish harmony. The intricate issues 
of modern Jewish identity, of pride and self-hatred, and of fighting back against 
anti-Semitism became increasingly important. So, too, did the issue of whether 
Jewish “reform” held any lasting hope for eradicating anti-Semitism. 
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The emerging industrial scene was different in tone from both the confi- 
dent 1850s and 1860s and the anxious 1870s and 1880s, again with important 
if subtle implications for the relations of Jew and non-Jew. The liberal belief in 
individual enterprise and individual responsibility, already shaken by the 
1880s, faced further assaults. Industrial concentration, large corporations and 
cartels seeking to control and plan production, became more important. So, 
too, did large trade and industrial unions; organized business and organized 
labor tended to stimulate one another. Laissez-faire was not abandoned, but 
tariffs and other measures of economic control became more prominent. 
Extraparliamentary interest groups, most notably those representing agricul- 
ture and traditional crafts, often succeeded in winning special consideration 
from the state, protecting them from the rigors of the free market. 

The state sought to regulate the economic relations of its citizens through 
taxation and social welfare measures. Generally, the power of the state grew, 
the absolute and relative number of its employees increased, and the size of its 
armies expanded. These were new, mass armies, impressive military machines 
that inducted, trained, and attempted to regiment unprecedented numbers of 
the general population. In education, similar trends prevailed: an extension of 
primary instruction to previously untouched elements of the population. The 
popular press expanded from its modest beginnings in the preceding decades 
and sought to address the millions of recently literate readers in Europe, often 
in crude, sensationalistic ways, playing upon war scares, spies, colonial adven- 
tures, and government swindles. 

Trends that put new kinds of power in the hands of political and economic 
elites inevitably increased the appeal and plausibility of long-standing charges, 
trumpeted by the popular press, that “money men” were working behind the 
scenes. It was widely believed, for example, that wealthy Jews were responsible 
for the Boer War (1899-1902). The Russo-Japanese War (1904-1905) was 
similarly believed to have been orchestrated by internationally powerful Jews 
to humiliate Russia, whereas the ensuing revolution in Russia in 1905 was con- 
sidered to be the work of an unlikely alliance of Jewish capitalists, socialist agi- 
tators, and populist demagogues. The sensational anti-Semitic affairs of the 
period were based on beliefs in Jewish conspiracies of various sorts. 

Contrary to facile assertion, clandestine Jewish involvement, or actions by 
Jewish power brokers, did exist in these various events. They were often part of 
Jewish self-defense, of “fighting back,” although hardly in the far-reaching ways 
believed by the anti-Semites of the day. But the belief that powerful Jews were 
manipulating important events often excited the general public of Europe 
and America. To denounce Jewish conspiracies was a natural temptation for 
popular politicians and the gutter press, but established, respectable politi- 
cians made similar denunciations. 

As we have seen, the 1870s and 1880s witnessed the often uncertain first 
steps of modern, antiiberal mass parties, the most important of which was the 
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German Social Democratic Party, but Christian Social, peasant—populist, and 
petty bourgeois stirrings were also evident. In the two decades before the war 
the rise of the masses in a political sense became a more solid reality. Many 
observers believed that a qualitative change in political life was irrevocably 
under way and that the bourgeois, elitist liberalism of the notables and Honora- 
tioren was a thing of the past, that the antiliberal masses would inevitably take 
over. The so-called Arendt Thesis, that this was a period in which European 
governments became subject to the power of the mob — with ominous implica- 
tions for the Jews — represents an early interpretation along these lines.* 

The vote was extended to previously unrepresented parts of the population 
in many countries, and the growth of new, bureaucratically organized parties 
of the masses paralleled the concentration and organizational concerns of the 
industrial corporations and trade unions and, indeed, the growing ranks of 
the state bureaucracies. Extraparliamentary organizations, again focusing on a 
growing presence and assertiveness of the previously unorganized and inartic- 
ulate common people in European hfe, perfected new methods of propa- 
ganda and mobilization, of a piece with the new journalism, based upon 
appeals to emotion rather than reason — slogans, banners and symbols, 
demonstrations, and street music. There was constant talk of mass uprisings 
and general strikes, talk that found occasional bloody expression in most 
countries of Europe. 

The intellectual and cultural life of Europe and America in the two decades 
before the war both reflected and intensified trends in the economic and 
political realms. Intellectual and cultural expressions, all with obvious roots in 
the 1870s and 1880s, which have been variously termed “neo-romantic,” 
“decadent,” “antiliberal, 
thrived between 1890 and 1914; Fritz Stern has emphasized the “cultural 
despair” of the time in Germany;t Emile Durkheim spoke of a “renascent mys- 
ticism” in France.® It was a time “when the basic assumptions of eighteenth 
and nineteenth century social thought underwent a critical review from which 
there emerged the new assumptions of our own time.”6 Artists, literary figures, 
and scientists, of both Jewish and Gentile backgrounds, expressed often mean- 
tempered dissatisfaction with what they believed were the easy truths of the 
mid-nineteenth-century liberal perspective. Mixed into these expressions were 
elements of generational conflict, of youthful idealism against middle-aged 
stolidity. In Germany, youth groups, the Wandervogel (wandering birds), took 


0 


anti-bourgeois,” “irrationalist,” and “antipositivist,” 


3 Arendt, Totalitarianism, 11-53. 

+ Fritz Stern, The Politics of Cultural Despair: A Study in the Rise of Germanic Ideology (New York, 
1965). 

* Emile Durkheim, The Rules of Sociological Method (Chicago, 1938), xl; quoted in H. Stuart 
Hughes, Consciousness and Society: The Reorientation of Enropean Social Thought, 1890-1930 (New 
York, 1958), 35. 


5 Hughes, Consciousness, 33; Talcott Parsons, The Structure of Social Action (Glencoe, Hl. 1949). 5- 


THE BELLE EPOQUE (1890-1914) 2°77 


to the forests and mountains, seeking authenticity and expressing a profound 
aversion for modern urban industrial existence. And although young Jews 
themselves partook in these wanderings, the status of Jews as preeminently 
modern and urban could hardly avoid being subjected to hostile scrutiny by 
such developments. 

It is natural enough to conclude that the new feelings for “deep conscious- 
ness” and “racial intuition” constituted a dark portent for the relations of Jews 
and non-Jews. The widely expressed disillusionment with the fruits of reason 
seemed to spell a definitive end to the already battered universalistic ideals of 
the hberal nineteenth century. But another key concern of Part Three is to 
explore how the “death of liberalism” in these years has been described with 
more drama and decisiveness than is justified. Liberalism was not as robust or 
self-confident as it had been in midcentury, but it was not yet dead by any 
means. The rise of the masses and the antibourgeois, antiliberal expressions of 
the time are most accurately seen as gropings by dissatisfied yet indecisive ele- 
ments of the population. Those who claimed to speak for the lower orders 
were not ready to assume power, nor did the critics of the liberal era have 
clear-sighted alternatives in mind. 

Liberalism was unquestionably being attacked from many quarters, and the 
twenty-odd years before World War I saw not only a rise of the masses but also 
the appearance of quirky, elitist “conservative revolutionaries,”? who were 
ambiguously connected to a reassertion of the older elites. Napoleon III, Bis- 
marck, and Disraeli had all explored the potential of mass support for conser- 
vative ideas, but conservatives in the belle époque took further steps in mass 
mobilization, hoping to preserve vested interests. Nonetheless, the older elites 
were not simply antiliberal; they had absorbed or even generated themselves 
many values that have gone down in historical works as “liberal.” The point 
has similarly often been made that the socialists by the turn of the century 
themselves fought for many liberal tenets. In “death” liberalism still had a wide 
if subtle influence over a diverse company. 

Historical memory, particularly a knowledge of what was to follow in the 
1930s and 1940s, has presented major problems to clear and dispassionate 
understanding in these regards. An optimism that cannot be dismissed as fool- 
ishly blind about the future of Jewish-Genule relations persisted among most 
Jews and non-Jews in Europe. Such was especially true of the older generation 
of liberals, but even most of the younger “irrationalist” thinkers of the period 
immediately preceding World War I retained a deeper faith in the power of 
reason. Freud is an obvious example, since he believed in the use of reason to 
probe the irrational — and to bring it under rational control.* 

Similarly, nineteenth-century faith in progress was by no means fatally 
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undermined before the War. The conditions of material existence, a more 
fundamental determinant in the lies of ordinary people than the produc- 
tions of artists and intellectuals, continued to improve. Impressive feats of sci- 
ence and technology continued to bolster a belief in unending progress, 
especially among the great masses of unreflective citizens, who were now 
beginning to enjoy a hitherto unknown material security. 


= 9 
The Failures: Russia 
and Romania 


[Russian Jews] never seem for an instant to lose the 
consciousness that they are a race apart. It is in their 
walk, in their sidelong glance, in the carriage of their 
sloping shoulders, in the curious gesture of the 
uplifted palm. (Harold Frederick, 1892).! 


We felt joy and pride in our newness: we eat and 
rejoice, while all Jews fast and cry. (A member of the 
Jewish Bund, in Vilna on the Day of Atonement)? 


The scribblers here try to persuade the reader that 
the shtetl was a paradise full of saints. So comes 
along someone from the very place and says “stuff 
and nonsense!” They'll excommunicate you... . 
(Isaac Bashevis Singer, from Lost 7 America) 


Worsening Jewish—Gentile Relations in Russia 


Tsarist Russia was the widely recognized opposite of a sweet exile. From 
18g0 to 1914 many of the already severe tensions between Jews and non-Jews 
worsened, breaking again into large-scale violence after the turn of the cen- 
tury. Suspicion of the Jews by tsars Alexander III and Nicholas II grew; they lis- 
tened less to those who advocated reforms to make the Jews more “useful.” 
More and more they concluded that the Jews were incorrigibly destructive, 
that they would have to be repressed or encouraged to leave the counuy. 

Whether or not Russian Jews constituted a state within a state, more than a 
separate nationality faithful to the tsar, became an ever more explosive issue. 
In 1868 a Jewish convert to Christianity, Jacob Brafman, had charged that the 
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kahillot (roughly, Jewish parliaments, dating from the days of the Polish Com- 
monwealth) continued to exist clandestinely, in spite of being abolished by 
Nicholas I in 1844. They had established firm contact, he claimed, with such 
Jewish organizations as the Alliance Israélite Universelle.3 Brafman’s charges 
were believed by many officials and blended into related beliefs about interna- 
tional Jewish political power. Such officials worried especially that the clandes- 
tine power of Jews was used by Jewish financiers to protect and advance the 
economic success of Jews in Russia. (In truth the kahillot did survive, though 
the extent of their connections with Jewish organizations in the West is much 
less certain.) 

The rise of the Jews, and the parallel, seemingly contradictory pauperiza- 
tion of large numbers of them, had major implications in the Russian Empire, 
culminating after the turn of the century in a Jewish counteroffensive, inside 
and outside Russia, against the oppressive rule of the tsars. In spite of the 
movement of millions out of Russia from the 1870s onward, the population of 
Jews inside Russia continued to grow. Massive internal migrations, from the 
north to the less densely populated south, preceded and then paralleled emi- 
gration to other countries. The overall rate of population growth for Jews in 
Russia in the sixty-year period from 1820 to 1880 was about 150 percent, 
whereas the non-Jewish population increased only 87 percent. Even more 
remarkable was the Jewish increase in the southwest of Russia, where anti- 
Semitism made its most violent appearance in the late nineteenth and early 
twentieth centuries: From approximately 3 percent of the population in 1844, 
Jews made up around g percent of the population by the turn of the century. 
During the period from 1844 to the eve of the war, the Jewish population 
increase in the southern provinces was nearly 850 percent, the non-Jewish 265 
percent.’ Jewish population growth was especially notable in the newer urban 
areas, which were also the most turbulent in Russia. 

Anti-Semitism in Russia, especially from the 1880s onward, was hardly a 
hatred without palpable or understandable cause; it had something quite 
directly to do with a fear that Jews threatened vital Russian interests and val- 
ues. And this fear, although it connected with exaggerated, even preposterous 
fantasies about Jews, was related to real factors. Such fearfulness blended into 
a larger paranoiac Russian psyche, related to the existence of an array of by no 
means imaginary enemies surrounding Russia. For many Russians, their coun- 
try’s Jewish population appeared as a rapidly growing and increasingly hostile 
body, actively if secretly collaborating with those enemies. (Hatred or fear of 
Russia, to state the obvious, also was based on real factors, into which, perhaps 
inevitably, were mixed exaggerations and fantasies.) 
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For Slavophiles, men who believed in a special Russian nature and destiny, 
the traditional, religiously based antipathy to Jews was replaced with a secular 
one: Jews came to symbolize for them the threat of an alien and decadent 
West, of a destructive modernism, one that would undermine their hopes and 
dreams for Russia. Traditional Jews were objectionable enough to such Russ- 
ian nationalists, but at least Jews of that sort were politically passive, respectful 
of authority. But as hundreds of thousands of Jews began to abandon their tra- 
ditional ways and embrace western ideologies, they appeared ever more men- 
acing — and were ever more menacing. 

Anti-Jewish racism as such was relatively weak in Russia, as might be 
expected of a country only beginning to embrace modern science. Older reli- 
gious charges were relatively common. Well into the twentieth century the 
accusation that Jews used Christian blood for their ceremonies was commonly 
made. Several Jewish converts became notorious for their cooperation with 
the tsarist regime in offering “expert” support for the charge of ritual murder. 

Fears about the incursions of modernism afflicted a large part of Russia’s 
ruling elite. The rise of the Jews in countries on Russia’s western borders was 
seen as a warning by such men. A rise in Russia comparable to the rise of Jews 
in Hungary, for example, was a prospect that Russian nationalists regarded 
with horror, to be prevented at all costs, in part because those nationalists 
plausibly concluded that most Jews in the Russian Empire were not at all inter- 
ested in blending, to become Russians, as Jews in Hungary had become 
Hungarians. And even if Jews in Russia might actually be inclined to compro- 
mise their long-standing separatism, their large numbers would almost neces- 
sarily entail a compromise with a much larger Jewish component than Russian 
nationalists were willing to entertain. There was no getting around the fact 
that Jews in Russia were twice as numerous in relation to the general popula- 
tion as in Hungary, ten times as large as in Germany, a hundred times as large 
as in France or Great Britain. 

Since the charge of Jewish aspirations to power was one that was taken seri- 
ously by men as different as Drumont, Zola, and Gide, it is not surprising that 
Russian nationalists, facing a Jewish population a hundred times as large as the 
one in France in an economically backward, peasant country, were obsessed 
with it. They maintained that the peasants would fall under the rule of the Jews 
and would inevitably be undermined morally by their contact with them. In the 
eyes of such nationalists, the peasants, unsophisticated in money matters, bor- 
rowed money from Jews and eventually lost their lands to them. Jews offered 
the peasants both cheap credit and cheap vodka, encouraging and exploiting 
their tendencies to drunkenness and improvidence. Even when the role of Jews 
was not painted in such negative colors, many Russian nationalists believed that 
Russians, as other Slavs, were simply no match for Jews in a modern, liberal, 
and competitive society — thus “controlling” the Jews was absolutely necessary. 

Amold White, an English journalist and member of parliament, who had on 
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occasion represented the Jewish philanthropist Baron de Hirsch and who had 
spent much time dealing with Russian. officialdom, vividly communicated the 
extent of Russian nationalist fears: He predicted that if Russia were to “fling 
down the barriers to Jewish emancipation, not five years would pass before Rus- 
sia would be Jewish. In ten years every place of importance in the empire would 
be filled by a Jew.”5 One conservative Russian nationalist warned that “the Jew- 
ish force is extraordinary, almost superhuman.”¢ The reactionary minister and 
tutor of Tsar Nicholas II, Konstantin Pobedonostsev (1827-1907), with whom 
White had much contact, openly defended Russia’s discriminatory policies by 
asserting that Jews were natively more intelligent, more aggressive, and more 
inclined to seek an education than was the mass of the Russian population.’ 
For him, government control of Jewish activities had a quality of noblesse oblige to 
it. The peasants needed paternalistic protection by the state or else they would 
become in effect slaves of the Jews. 

Such paranoiac views were not limited to the reactionary right. Among 
more moderate, liberally minded members of the ruling class there seemed to 
be a consensus that Jewish character was inherently alien to Russian national 
character and that Russians were not able to compete successfully with Jews. 
Even on the socialist and liberal left in Russia, where by the turn of the cen- 
tury anti-Semitism was denounced as a reactionary device, the notion that Rus- 
sia’s Jews were unchangeably foreign, economically threatening, and morally 
destructive to the non-Jewish population popped up with arresting frequency.® 

The mid-to-late 1880s were relatively calm, marked by repression and vigi- 
lance by the government over popular agitation. These years saw the begin- 
nings of what would develop into very rapid industrial growth in the 1890s, 
financed by investments from the West as well as by “squeezing” peasant sav- 
ings inside Russia. That growth fed popular agitation of a sort that had only 
just begun to be felt in 1881. An industrial proletariat, most of it with one foot 
still in the village, concentrated in a few burgeoning industrial areas and 
increasingly rebellious, assumed a new importance. The peasantry, too, 
became once again restive. 

The conditions in the new industrial centers were, as one historian has 
commented, “fantastically overcrowded, unhygienic, and squalid.”9 Revolu- 
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tionaries who had looked to an oppressed peasantry to overthrow tsarism and 
introduce a humane, rational regime now turned to the industrial proletariat 
to perform that redeeming mission for Russia, moving from Russian populist 
(narodnik) theories to those of western Marxists. 

The more simplistic Marxists of the time were inclined to fit the growing 
industrial violence of the end of the century into a pattern of capitalist—pro- 
letarian class conflict and to see a redemptive mission in it. But in truth that 
violence was characterized by a random, unideological quality, turning in 
directions that are difficult to fit into preconceived Marxist patterns — or 
into preconceived notions about the anti-Semitic motives of those who 
engaged in violence. Some of the looting and vandalism no doubt served 
the purpose of challenging tsarist authority and of giving support to 
demands for a more humane and rational society, but violence by members 
of the lower class was by no means all so rationally directed as that. As 
Lenin would later formulate the issue, providing a more sophisticated Marx- 
ist perspective, the “spontaneity” (stikhinost’) of the proletariat, in rebelling 
against its condition, could be “purely destructive” if not properly guided by 
revolutionary leaders with “consciousness” (sozranie), by men who “knew 
better.”!0 

Members of the ruling orders spoke in similar terms. Prince Mirsky com- 
mented, in a conversation with Empress Alexandra, that “it is the intellectual 
class that makes history everywhere, while the masses are merely an elemental 
power; today they massacre the revolutionary intellectuals, tomorrow they may 
loot the Czar’s palaces.”!! Such opinions much resembled the long-standing 
belief of the tsars and their officials that the “dark” masses were forever prone 
to wild and brutal outbursts; constant vigilance by the authorities was 
absolutely necessary. A recent historian has graphically expressed a slightly dif- 
ferent but still related perspective: She notes that oppressed workers could 
join socialist parties and fight for a world of justice and humanity, but they also 
could “loot, brawl, break machinery, beat up intellectuals and Jews, and rape 
women from the old upper classes.”'* Many Russian revolutionaries, from the 
1870s on, accepted that “popular excesses” — often, they acknowledged, of a 
shocking brutality and irrationality — were an unavoidable aspect of a revolu- 
tionary uprising of the people.!8 

Whether it was a focused anti-tsarism, anticapitalism, or anu-Semitism that 
motivated such people, as distinguished from simple, undifferentiated anger, 
material distress, and brutal resentment, may certainly be questioned. Again, 
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even Jewish workers by the carly 1880s were “beating up the industrialists, 
breaking looms, striking, struggling,” ag one of them proudly put it.!4 The Jew- 
ish Bund, proclaiming that Jews must fight back, must end their millennia-old 
passivity, was not always able to guide, in the Leninist sense, the anger and 
resentments of Jewish proletarians. This was the beginning of a process even 
more impressive among Jewish workers than among non-Jewish: Passivity and 
fatalism were being shaken off; Jewish suffering was no longer accepted as 
God's will but rather something that Jews could fight against and change. But 
such changes did not proceed smoothly, and working-class leaders, whether 
Jewish or non-Jewish, could not maintain a firm control over the turbulent 
working masses. 

As in western Europe, the new techniques of production and distribution, 
linked to precipitous population growth, not only spawned a new proletariat 
but also undermined the position of traditional industries and handicrafts, 
resulting in sometimes explosive tension within both the working and the mid- 
dle classes. Inevitably, ethnic differences were mixed into these tensions. Jew- 
ish employers at times used the more pliant and less class-conscious Christian 
workers as strike-breakers against their Jewish employees, even filling the 
Christian workers’ heads with stories of how Jewish workers hated them. Jew- 
ish socialists found it necessary to implore Jewish workers to refrain from vio- 
lent retaliation against Christian scabs. In Bielsk, Jewish workers organized 
special “terrorist squads,” often composed of semicriminal elements, against 
both employers and strike-breakers.'> Christian hoodlums were similarly orga- 
nized by the so-called Black Hundreds to terrorize Jewish workers, finally 
achieving, from 1903 to 1906, a level of horror and bloodshed that exceeded 
anything even dreamed of by these earlier Jewish terrorist squads. 

By the turn of the century, local officials and the secret police began to mix 
into these conflicts. The secret police at times collaborated with the Jewish 
underworld and with Jewish employers. At Dvinsk, the Jewish owners of Zaks’s 
match works employed gangsters and pimps, with the support of the secret 
police, to attack striking workers. In Warsaw, in an episode that was widely 
reported in the European press of the day, followers of the Bund rioted for 
three days in 1905 in what was called a “pimp pogrom.” Jewish pimps and the 
Jewish underworld in Warsaw had also engaged in strike-breaking and other 
antiworker activity; Jewish workers, in retaliation, broke into houses of prostitu- 
tion, smashing windows and furniture, knifing both pimps and prostitutes, and 
throwing them out of the windows. The government did not intervene in any 
consistent or effective way in this pogrom as in so many others, and the rioting 
stopped only when the leadership of the Bund was able to regain control over 
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the rioters. Some eight dead and over a hundred injured were counted at the 
end of this pogrom by Jews.!6 

Most of the rapidly growing cities in European Russia, especially in the Pale 
of Settlement, were populated by ethnic groups that were different from the 
surrounding majority peasant populations, which were mostly Slavic. Germans 
and Jews were among the most successful of those urban minority groups in 
taking advantage of the new economic opportunities, and the Jews were not 
only the most numerous of such minorities but also the most vulnerable. As in 
western Europe, moder, racist anti-Semitism linked to nationalism seems to 
have been most pronounced in those urban areas where elements of the Jew- 
ish and Gentile middle classes found themselves in competition. Violence 
between Jew and peasant in the countryside seems to have been of a different 
quality, less systematic or ideological, more personal, and more sporadic. 

Tsarist ministers repeatedly complained that the Jews were unusually prone 
Lo joining revolutionary socialist movements, a complaint made as well by Jew- 
ish employers. Several ministers also charged that the Jews were extraordinar- 
ily successful as capitalists. There was truth to both of these assertions. Not all 
Jews, or even anything like the majority of them, became revolutionaries, but 
Jews did join socialist organizations in disproportionately high numbers. Jew- 
ish activists at the time took pride in it while lamenting the major role of Jew- 
ish capitalists. Both trends have been amply affirmed by later historians.!” 

The proclivity of an important minority of Jews throughout Europe for rev- 
olutionary socialism had many roots, but in Russia one factor was that espe- 
cially after the educational reforms of the 1860s and 1870s, there may have 
been more university-educated Jews than the Russian economy could absorb — 
certainly more than Russian society was ready for.'8 In 1889 the ministry of jus- 
tice submitted a special report to the tsar, warning that the legal profession 
was being “flooded with Jews” and that their peculiar traits were tarnishing the 
reputation of the bar. The tsar approved measures to limit Jewish lawyers.!9 

The problem of a “Jewish flood” in certain occupations existed also in Ger- 
many, with a Jewish population one-tenth that of Russia’s and with a larger job 
market for the university educated, whereas in Austria and Hungary the Jewish 
presence in all the professions often exceeded 50 percent. In Germany and 
Austria, too, many educated Jews, especially lawyers and journalists, found 
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attractive careers in the social-democratic movement.2° But Jews in Russia 
inevitably felt themselves, more than in any western or central European coun- 
try, to be hated and hounded outsiders in a regime of incompetence and big- 
otry, and thus the attractions of radical revolutionary doctrines were all the 
greater. 

Jews in Russia, as throughout eastern and central Europe, were even more 
disproportionately represented in certain kinds of commercial enterprise than 
in socialist activism. Many of the most successful Jewish capitalists remained 
loyal to tsarism and naturally hostile to socialism. They were encouraged by 
Russian authorities, with erratic swings from minister to minister, to play a 
“useful” role in Russia’s effort to keep up with the West. However, the great 
mass of Russian Jews, while increasingly urbanized and not usually the poorest 
of the poor, were not strongly present in primary production or in the intro- 
duction of the most advanced techniques of production. “Almost invariably, 
the larger and more modernized the factory, the fewer the number of Jewish 
workers employed.”2! This fundamental economic reality worked in the long 
run against prosperity for a large part of the Jewish masses inside Russia, at a 
time when their aspirations began to climb. It was yet another structural fac- 
tor, along with the absolute and relative increase in the Jewish population, that 
was finally more important than the anti-Semitism of individual tsars or their 
ministers in producing poverty and despair among Jews. But of course these 
factors cannot easily be disentangled, and oppression by the authorities and 
the legal disabilities were more visible than structural factors; they were some- 
thing that could be fought. It was the combination of subjective factors (the 
actions of individual tsars and their ministers) and structural change unfavor- 
able to millions of Jews, linked to rising expectations, that made Jewish life in 
Russia ever more intolerable and that led Jews themselves, with a rising sense 
of urgency, to search for solutions to the Jewish Question — emigration (to 
America, western Europe, or Palestine), assimilation and integration (an unre- 
alistic or unappealing option to the great mass of Jews), or revolution. 

Even Jews who were abandoning old ways usually held on to elements of 
their traditional culture, and many, perhaps most, Russian Jews before 1914 
remained attached to the old ways and to religious orthodoxy. They continued 
to view their miseries, material and otherwise, as God given, certainly not to be 
changed by political activity. Orthodox rabbis were notorious for cooperating 
with the police in ferreting out Jewish socialist and union activists, a coopera- 
tion that may be seen as yet another aspect of the growing class conflict within 
Jewish communities.?* 

But in balance the liberal-to-socialist left exercised a powerful attraction for 
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those Jews who in one way or another had begun to enter the modern world, 
even if pushed unwillingly into it. As in western counties the left was friendly 
territory in comparison to the territory of the Russian conservatives. The pro- 
gram of the left in Russia promised civil equality for Jews and other minorities, 
and its leaders denounced anti-Semitism and other forms of religious and eth- 
nic hostility. It was no accident that the authorities, and the Russian right 
more generally, were ever more inclined to bunch liberals, socialists, intellec- 
tuals, and Jews into one hated category. 

Under Nicholas II (1894-1917), tsarist authorities grew ever more suspi- 
cious of their Jewish subjects. Nonetheless, certain classes of Jews (merchants 
of the first guild, university graduates, and skilled artisans, for example), con- 
tinued to enjoy important privileges. Wealthy Jews usually enjoyed access to 
the tsar’s ministers. Sull, the legendarily wealthy Jewish magnates in Russia, 
the Brodskys, Ginzburgs, and Poliakovs, some of whom were honored by the 
government and who even acquired ttles of nobility, did not mix with 
Nicholas and his court in the way that their counterparts in Germany did with 
Wilhelm II, or, to cite the more conspicuous example, the way wealthy English 
Jews did with Edward VII of England. 

Nicholas and his ministers saw the hand of the Jews not only in revolutionary 
activity but also in Russia’s foreign policy disasters. And increasingly Jews, both 
inside and outside Russia, were themselves inclined to view Nicholas II and most 
of his ministers as implacable enemies. The great Jewish historian Simon Dub- 
nov, in describing this period, declared that “Russian Jewry has developed an 
irreconcilable hatred for the despotic regime. . . .”23 An escalaung underground 
“war” (the word was used on both sides) between Jews and tsarist authorities 
developed in the generation before World War I. It broke repeatedly into vio- 
lence, in pogroms against the Jews, on the one hand, and in assassinations of 
government officials and revolutionary violence by Jews, on the other. 

The 1882 May Laws had been passed with a special concern to prevent Jews 
from exploiting the peasantry. The laws decreed that Jews were not to settle in 
peasant villages, and they were forbidden to buy more land. The laws in one 
sense merely reinforced an existing demographic trend in both Russia and the 
West, and everywhere among Jews more than any others, to move from the 
countryside to the new, rapidly expanding urban centers. But those centers 
could not easily absorb the Jewish population moving into them. A study done 
in 1907 analyzing the Russian census of the same year concluded that approxi- 
mately three-quarters of the Jews in Russia lived in urban areas by the end of 
the century.*4 Given the dimensions of the population increase among Jews, 
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May Laws or no May Laws, there would have been overcrowding in the urban 
centers of Russia. No such laws existed in the United States, yet nearly cata- 
strophic urban overcrowding of Jews occurred there as well, especially in New 
York. Similar problems developed in London. 

In any case, a full and consistent implementation of the May Laws was 
repeatedly postponed in the decade following their introduction. Moreover, 
they did not apply in Congress Poland, a large area of particularly dense Jew- 
ish settlement. As with the pogroms of 1881, too simply described as the rea- 
son for the emigration of Jews in the 1880s, so with the May Laws: They were 
less the source of urban ills than was the population increase of the time, 
linked to the disruptive effects of rapid economic development, trade, and 
unemployment cycles. But also like the pogroms, the May Laws were more pal- 
pable, satisfying targets for criticism than impersonal economic forces or 
demographic expansion. It would be wrong, however, to conclude that the 
May Laws were without major harmful effect. By the turn of the century they 
were deeply resented and widely denounced as ill-conceived by both Jews and 
non-Jews. The laws may be seen as a perfect symbol of the bungling and sim- 
ple perplexity of the tsar’s officials about what was to be done about Russia’s 
Jewish population. 

Even those Russian conservatives who believed in the need to keep the Jews 
under strict control came to recognize that the laws did not work. Jews suc- 
ceeded in circumventing them on a massive scale by leasing land through 
proxies, by remaining in the villages “temporarily,” by bribing officials, and by 
illegally moving out of the Pale of Settlement. An American diplomatic 
observer remarked in the early 1890s that the laws “have heretofore been so 
loosely and lightly observed as practically to be inoperative.”25 

Time after time recommendations were made by various committees and 
ministers to amend or revoke the laws, but they remained in effect until 1917, 
largely because Nicholas II himself repeatedly blocked any change of them, at 
times referring to an “inner voice” that guided him in resisting reform.?6 
Bribery on the part of Jews seeking to evade the multitude of special laws con- 
cerning them became a way of life in many areas. The courts were crowded 
with Jewish criminals and litigants, quite aside from the large numbers arrested 
for revolutionary activity, incurring the ire of overworked officials. The gover- 
nor of the province of Bessarabia, Prince Urussov, a liberal nobleman who was 
widely recognized as friendly to the Jews and who openly criticized the May 
Laws, commented in his memoirs, in words that strikingly recall those of Ist6éczy 
in Hungary, that the judges he encountered in the province in 1904 
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unanimously declared that not a single lawsuit, criminal or civil, can be properly 


conducted if the interests of the Jews are involved. In civil suits . . . [the Jews 
arrange] fictitious deals and contracts, .. . concealment of property, and usury . . . 
hidden in legal guise. Criminal cases . . . afford the Jews a chance to fill the court 


with false witnesses set against one another?” 


The conservative anti-Semitic editor V. V. Shulgin complained that the May Laws 
and other restrictions on Jews “are offensive to us and we strongly desire to get 
rid of them. They are full of nonsense and contradictions . . .; the Police of the 
Pale of Settlement live on Jewish bribery on account of Jewish restrictions.”28 

Jews were understandably inclined to evade laws that they considered 
unfair, indeed that in some cases made it nearly impossible for them to earn 
an honest living. Jews gained a reputation of being inveterate liars when deal- 
ing with the authorities. A Yiddish-language paper in the United States wrote 
that even after leaving Russia and dealing with American or German authori- 
ties, “Our Jews love to get tangled up with dishonest answers,” or they get 
themselves into trouble by offering bribes to officials unaccustomed to receiv- 
ing them.?9 

Thus the May Laws over the years contributed in a major way to corruption, 
ethnic tension, and other mischief in Russian life for both non-Jews and Jews. 
Urussov remarked how he “frequently observed that the hatred of the police 
officials toward the Jewish population is partly due to the worries, annoyances, 
complaints, explanations, mistakes, and responsibilities which constantly fall 
to the members of the police in consequence of the senseless and ineffective 
legislation concerning the Jews.”° 

Periodic and unpredictable crackdowns made the situation all the more 
unbearable. In 1891 thousands of Jews, many of whom had established a rela- 
tively comfortable existence, were abruptly ordered to leave Moscow and 
return to the Pale. Similar administrative edicts followed for the Jewish popula- 
tion of other major cities outside of the Pale, including St. Petersburg, causing 
much misery. In 1896 the state set up a liquor monopoly, depriving thousands 
of Jews of lucrative occupations, either as wholesale liquor merchants or as 
innkeepers. In many areas up to this tme, the liquor trade had been important 
to Jewish economic survival. In the villages of Zhitomir province, for example, 
73.7 percent of the Jews earned a living by leasing distilleries and selling the 
product at inns.*! Not surprisingly, after the establishment of the state liquor 
monopoly, many Jews continued to produce and smuggle contraband alcohol, 
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further swelling the ranks of Jewish “criminals” who found it necessary to bribe 
local officials to survive. on 

After the turn of the century, the tide of terrorist acts again rose, and assas- 
sins succeeded in killing a remarkable number of Russian officials, both high 
and low. The role of Jews in these assassinations was unquestionably more 
extensive than it had been two decades before. “There was a procession of 
pale, thin, and often Jewish students to the gallows and to Siberia, after spec- 
tacular trials.”5* The much-discussed role of individual Jews in these assassina- 
tions deeply impressed the tsar and his officials. The assassins clid not claim to 
speak for the Jewish population of Russia, and the Marxist organizations, 
including the Jewish Bund, explicitly rejected terrorism. But such distinctions 
little impressed those whose suspicion of Jews was already so much aroused. In 
any case, many Jews in Russia only feebly disguised their satisfaction at the vio- 
lent deaths of notoriously anu-Semitic officials. On several occasions those 
deaths were cause for open celebration in the streets by Jews. In 1g02 when 
Hirsh Lekert, a Jewish shoemaker who tried to assassinate Vilna’s repressive 
governor general, was hanged, it was cause for Jewish mourning and the eleva- 
tion of Lekert to the status of Jewish martyr. 


The Paradoxes of Modernization in Russia; 
the Kishinev Pogrom 


The diplomatic alliance with France that developed in the early 1890s 
was supplemented by the movement of investment capital from France into 
Russia. Investors, businessmen, and various technical experts from other west- 
erm countries, prominently Germany, Great Britain, and Belgium, also took an 
interest in Russia. Foreign investment in Russia soared, from 98 million rubles 
in 1880 to g11 million by the turn of the century.*3 Unavoidably, Russia’s lead- 
ers began to feel a new dependence on western good will, and in turn western 
governments exploited that feeling as a form of leverage in dealing with the 
Russian government. 

Jews inside Russia, whether revolutionary socialists or legalistic liberals, 
were not slow to realize that this was a potentially powerful weapon to be used 
in their “war” with the tsars. They seized every opportunity — and there were 
many — to embarrass and expose Russian officialdom. Similarly, Jews outside of 
Russia, in attempting to aid Jews inside the country, did their best to publicize 
the malfeasance of Russian officials and to mobilize public opinion in their 
own countries against tsarist policies. This was the case especially in countries, 
such as Germany and Austria-Hungary, that considered Russia to be a poten- 
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tial enemy in war. Even in allied or more friendly countries the left was quick 
to denounce Russia's reactionary internal policies.*! 

The pogroms of the early twentieth century were the most notorious of the 
alleged misdeeds of the tsar and his ministers, and the most notorious of them 
occurred in April 1903, in the city of Kishinev, the capital of the province of 
Bessarabia. Indeed, this pogrom might be described as the most widely publi- 
cized act of anti-Semitic violence in Europe before 1914. It is now recognized 
as the first of ever-rising waves of pogroms in Russia, over 600 in all, that rolled 
over the countuy from 1903 to 1906. The Kishinev pogrom merits careful 
attention for what it came to symbolize. In bloodshed and destruction to prop- 
erty it exceeded any single previous pogrom in modern times: Forty-five Jews 
were reported killed, over 500 were “injured” (including rapes), and approxi- 
mately 1,500 homes and shops were vandalized. The Kishinev pogrom was 
thus responsible for more deaths and injuries in a few days than the hundreds 
of riots in early 1881. 

Jewish sources initially reported over 700 dead, but these figures were 
denounced by Russian officials as typical examples of Jewish exaggeration and 
falsification. Hyperbole and mendacity do seem to have been a problem, on 
both sides, since the initial official news releases denied that there had been 
any pogrom at all. But as even a friendly American reporter recognized, some 
of the atrocities initially reported simply did not occur, and some Jews made 
false claims in hopes of getting relief money from western Europe and Amer- 
ica.5 On the other hand, rapes were almost certainly underreported, since by 
traditional Jewish law a raped woman is no longer eligible for marriage by an 
observant Jew. The Jews of Kishinev and Odessa were known as the least obser- 
vant in Russia, so it is uncertain how relevant traditional law was, but there is 
little question that rapes were held in special horror and underreported. 

The Kishinev pogrom is revealingly understood not only as an expression 
of the rising tensions of the period but also as part of a public relations war: 
Exaggerations and indignant denials in the press were part of a battle to gain 
the favor of international public opinion. It may seem the height of paradox 
to describe a pogrom as marking a rising Jewish combativeness. Yet the 
Kishinev pogrom, in terms of what it symbolized and, especially, what Jews 
made of it, became just that. 

Kishinev was prominent among the cities that had grown rapidly in the pre- 
ceding decades. Some 50,000 Jews lived there by the eve of the pogrom, close 
to half of the population. Contemporary accounts of the relations of Jews and 
non-Jews in the city differ markedly. Some observers claimed that relations 
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were harmonious, that the majority population, made up of Moldavians (eth- 
nically and linguistically close to the Ramanians), was easygoing and tolerant. 
Part of the explanation for this harmony, so it was maintained, was that the 
social separatism and religious intolerance of the Jews themselves were less 
prominent here than in other parts of Russia. The contemporary Jewish histo- 
rian Dubnov, however, dismissed the non-Jewish population as living in 
“gloom and crude superstition,”36 harboring resentments against the Jews, 
who constituted a large proportion of the wealthy and professional classes of 
the city. The Moldavians of the city, numbering slightly more than 50,000, 
were described by some as especially prone to Jew-hatred and barbaric vio- 
lence.3”7 Neighboring Romania was reputed to be the most anti-Semitic nation 
in Europe. Ethnic Russians, who held most of the posts of authority in the city, 
numbered only around 10,000. 

Such oddly contrasting perceptions characterized many contemporary 
descriptions of the relations of Jews and non-Jews in the rest of Russia. What var- 
ious observers “saw” derived not only from the enormous variety of conditions 
in Russia but also from where those observers stood in the propaganda war 
between the Jews and the regime. Russian conservatives, who emphasized that 
the Jews were hated for good reason, pointed to the rapidly growing wealth of 
the Jews and their exploitation of the rest of the population. They rejected the 
assertion that the hatred was based on religious bigotry or on government 
manipulation of popular fantasies about Jews. Indeed, many Russian officials 
steadfastly maintained that without government protection, Jews faced a rising 
danger of violence by the resentful lower classes, whether urban or rural. 

Other observers denied the importance of social and economic resent- 
ments against the Jews. Particularly in the countryside, so these observers 
maintained, the peasants lived mostly in harmony with their Jewish neighbors, 
even welcomed them as useful elements in the rural economy, since Jews mar- 
keted the peasants’ produce and brought to the isolated peasant villages com- 
modities they would otherwise lack. Attacks on Jews occurred only when the 
credulous peasants were misled by malevolent agitators, who were often aided 
by tsarist officials. Modern racist hostility, at any rate, did not reflect the men- 
tality of the peasantry. 

Kishinev had been relatively calm in 1881, during which anti-Jewish riots 
had broken out elsewhere in Russia. In the following two decades, the city 
underwent a transformation, as tens of thousands of new residents, Jews and 
non-Jews, arrived. Such sudden population changes are conducive to civil 
strife in almost any environment. Violent attacks on Jews had since ancient 
times been stimulated by a rapid increase in Jewish numbers or power. 
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However, it is far from clear in this instance whether the economic role of 
the Jews in the city was universally or even widely resented. The respected 
mayor of the city, Karl Schmidt, who had been in office since the 1880s, 
openly attributed the city’s prosperity to its Jews. He noted that in the 1870s 
the city had been an isolated outpost, “on a level with the average Turkish 
town,” but the Jews “built up its commerce, organized its banks, developed its 
general business, and made it the handsome, thriving city it is today.”*8 

These accomplishments undoubtedly generated envy and resentment in 
some quarters. Moreover, Schmidt’s favorable attitude to the Jews was not 
shared by others in authority. In the early 1890s there had been a notable inci- 
dent involving one of the police chiefs in the city. When the Jews tried to resist 
his greed for bribes, he retaliated with fury, applying the May Laws in full 
severity, as was also being done at this time in a number of cities in the north.*9 
The official directly above that police chief, the vice-governor, Ustrugoy, let it 
be known that he considered the Jews of the region to be a “plague.” 

It was at about this ime (1894) that Pavolachi Krushevan, a virulently anti- 
Semitic journalist, arrived in Kishinev. He established a newspaper, the Bessare- 
betz, which began a scurrilous campaign against the Jews of the region, 
denouncing them as corrupt businessmen and as socialist agitators. Such 
charges were common enough in the Russian conservative press, but Krushe- 
van’s attacks were unusually venomous and unbridled. 

It is tempting to conclude that Krushevan was taking cues from Drumont in 
France, who by 1894 was the object of comment throughout Europe. Drey- 
fus’s arrest occurred in this year as well; it was an event that naturally con- 
cerned France’s new ally, Russia. Krushevan, like Drumont, had previously 
written a popular work of local color,*! and like Drumont he seemed obsessed 
by a belief that Jewish capitalists were destroying sacred local traditions. Kru- 
shevan was ostensibly following Drumont’s lead as well in introducing both 
modern racist themes and a grab-bag of accusations against the Jews. 

There were, on the other hand, some revealing differences in the situations 
of the two. Even at the height of his success, Drumont remained an outsider, a 
fringe agitator attacking the republican powers. Krushevan established 
friendly contacts with the officials of the area and received financial support 
from them. Some officials wrote columns for his newspaper. Drumont’s jour- 
nal was an example of the flourishing popular Parisian press of the me, but it 
was merely one of many. Krushevan’s became the only paper of any signifi- 
cance in Kishinev, with a circulation of around 20,000. It was delivered to the 
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offices and libraries of the educated, ruling elite, the police officials, army offi- 
cers, and high church officials. ae 

An American reporter marveled, in observing the quality of the anti-Semitic 
press in Russia, that “among educated and enlightened Russians one finds 
anti-Semites who are not one whit less rancorous than the ignorant and 
benighted mujik [peasant].”4? Prince Urussov, who would become governor 
after the pogrom, also expressed dismay at the bigotry to be found among the 
educated classes, but he denied that the peasants of the region were hostile to 
the Jews. Indeed, in his tours of the countryside he found the peasantry either 
supportive or without decided opinions about the Jews. 

Much like Drumont, Krushevan tried to gain readers and followers among 
the middle and lower-middle classes. One of his first press campaigns focused 
on the many Jews who served as municipal employees, and he succeeded in 
having a number of them dismissed, to be replaced by Christians. Such efforts 
paralleled not only those of Drumont but also of Karl Lueger, the mayor of 
Vienna, again a possible model. Krushevan succeeded in attracting an espe- 
cially ardent following among non-Jewish physicians in the city, who were up- 
in-arms over the large Jewish proportion of the medical profession. 

In the political arena, Krushevan’s activities paralleled those of Drumont 
and de Mores. It is tempting to conclude that Krushevan studied the methods 
of the French Ligue antisémitique in the anti-Semitic riots of 1898. However, 
not having to worry about police intervention, he had a simpler task. Almost 
all observers credit Krushevan with actively organizing the rioters of 1903. He 
openly recruited them, to a large degree from the villages around the city. But 
he also brought in Macedonian and Albanian thugs from afar, armed them all 
with iron bars, and even provided them with addresses of Jews in the city. 

In one regard, Krushevan’s organized efforts appear to have been substan- 
tially different from those of the Ligue antisémitique. De Morés made a gen- 
uine and substantial contact with a settled, productive element of the Parisian 
common people, the La Villette butchers, as did Drumont with other ele- 
ments of the commercial lower-middle class. The Kishinev pogrom has not 
benefited from the kind of in-depth studies that have been devoted to the 
French riots of 1898, but the evidence suggests that Krushevan’s contacts, 
aside from those with government officials, were rather with the rabble of 
Kishinev and surrounding villages, joined by professional criminals and a few 
seminary students. At any rate, he was not “rousing the masses” so much as 
organizing and arming outsiders and a marginal riffraff that did not number 
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more than a couple of hundred. He spread rumors, similar to those of 1881, 
that a “punishment” of the Jews would be favored by the tsar and not opposed 
by the local authorities. Also similar to the events of 1881, others began 
opportunistically to join in, once the riots were under way, since the forces of 
order did not intervene forcefully and consistently. 

Sull, the participation of those opportunists did not constitute a popular 
uprising, and accounts by some Jews in Kishinev of massive popular approval 
of the violence remain dubious.?6 A few of these accounts paralleled, with 
striking and suspicious similarity in certain ghoulish details, stories handed 
down from the Chmielnicki massacres of Jews in the seventeenth century. No 
doubt the shock concerning what happened, which was horrifying enough, 
and the failure of significant numbers of non-Jews to come to the aid of the 
Jews further inclined Jewish observers to sweeping condemnations and sensa- 
tionalism. But many of the more lurid accounts by Jewish witnesses were put 
into doubt by later investigations. 

Krushevan exploited tensions in the city, but one must wonder if he could 
turn large numbers of established residents into the kinds of monsters who 
drove nails into people’s eyes, disemboweled their pregnant victims, or forced 
fathers to watch the rape of their wives and daughters. It is plausible that the 
non-Jewish poor could be encouraged to envy and resent the Jewish rich, and 
it is likely that the Christian middle class in competition with the Jews also felt 
envy and resentment. All accounts emphasize that Christian merchants in 
Kishinev feared Jewish competition and that Jews were generally more success- 
ful in business. The purported rapacious business practices of Jews were widely 
denounced.*” But it can be doubted if the drunken, rampaging mobs in 
Kishinev were in any fair sense representative of the city’s population. Those 
mobs were made up overwhelmingly of young males, which was certainly the 
case for the 300 or so who were later arrested.*® Their inhibitions were dis- 
solved not only by drink and the urgings of Krushevan but also by their char- 
acter as outsiders and by their sense that no legal authority would oppose 
them. In short, they were not “the people,” nor was this a popular uprising. 

The feeble response of the authorities was of decisive importance in this 
pogrom, as in those of 1881. The reasons for this activity remain unclear, 
but the police forces in Kishinev were woefully understaffed. Police recruits 
were insufficiently trained, poorly paid, and generally held in low regard by 
the populace.*? The situation in the army was even worse; its officers disliked 
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becoming involved in civil disorders, and its recruits were raw and unreliable. 
The initial failure to repress the disorders may have been the result of confu- 
sion, because of ambiguous orders, may have reflected covert sympathy by the 
police and army for the rioters, or may have been a mixture of these, since 
there was much variety in the response of the forces of order in various parts 
of the city. At any rate, when the mobs perceived that the authorities in some 
areas of the city were passive, the rumors about the tsar’s desire to see the Jews 
“punished” seemed justified. The rioters became more brazen, and some 
bystanders began to join in. Once the police and army began to intervene 
energetically, the rioting ceased almost at once, suggesting that such a 
response initially might have prevented the entire tragedy. 

Immediately following the pogrom, accusations were made that it had been 
instigated by the minister of interior, Viacheslav Plehve. These accusations have 
found their way into a number of the classic accounts of the period, and they 
were for many years uncritically accepted.*° Even recently an otherwise well- 
informed writer idenufies Plehve as the minister who “fomented the Kishinev 
pogrom,” without providing documentation, presumably because Plehve’s role 
is so well known as not to require it.5! But as in 1881, the available evidence 
does not support charges of direct complicity by officials in St. Petersburg. 
Rather, one finds confusion, incompetence, and purely local complicity.®? 

It was no secret that Plehve by 1903 considered the Jews to be enemies of 
the regime. He angrily told a Jewish delegation from Odessa that “the Jews in 
southern Russia constitute ninety percent. . . of all revolutionaries.” But he 
did not directly foment the pogrom. (Plehve would be assassinated in the fol- 
lowing year by a Jewish terrorist. Krushevan, too, would be shot down by a Jew- 
ish assassin in the same year, though he survived.5+) Not all local officials sup- 
ported Krushevan's efforts, and some, for example, Mayor Schmidt, were 
strongly opposed to them. Schmidt in particular insisted that the rioters were 
simply a criminal band brought in by Krushevan.® The provincial governor at 
the time of the riots, von Raaben, was not an anti-Semite, but he was lazy and 
pleasure seeking; he handed most of his duties over to subordinates, including 
the anti-Semitic vice-governor, Ustrugov. Von Raaben was dismissed in dis- 
grace immediately after the pogrom, and his replacement as governor, Prince 
Urussov, was known as a moderate liberal, opposed to the persecution of the 
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Jews. Urussov was familiar with the ruling circles in St. Petersburg and later 
commented that Plehve was “too shrewd and experienced to adopt such an 
expedient (that is, fomenting a pogrom]” in his fight against the Jews,*® partic- 
ularly because he was aware of the damage it might do to Russia’s interna- 
tional standing. 

Urussov, who had privileged access to governmental files, found no evi- 
dence of complicity in the riots on the part of any higher officials, although he 
suspected that the secret police, whose records were closed to him, may have 
played a role. Plehve often met western observers, and usually impressed them 
favorably. Even Lucien Wolf, the noted Anglo—Jewish journalist and militant 
critic of Russia’s policies, after meeting Plehve in 1903 commented favorably 
on his personal geniality and openness. Plehve emphasized to Wolf that he 
considered himself a moderate conservative and opposed the extreme reac- 
tionary, anti-Semitic party in Russia.>7 

Those who have accused Plehve have not been entirely off the mark, how- 
ever, even if his responsibility was not direct. He had one face for one audi- 
ence, as his angry accusations in meeting the delegation of Odessa Jews 
demonstrate, another for visitors hke Wolf or, more famously, Herzl, who 
would also confer with him after the Kishinev pogrom. Plehve’s widely recog- 
nized shrewdness came close to tacit acceptance of anti-Jewish excesses. Cer- 
tainly, he did little to discourage the climate in which fanatics like Krushevan 
flourished. Urussov’s memoirs note how Plehve, in ministerial meetings, 
openly spoke of his “war” against the Jews. He reported that while Plehve was 
capable and rational on most issues of state, he would not listen to words 
defending the Jews.°8 Other observers expressed similar opinions about 
Plehve,°9 adding that whatever his personal beliefs may have been, he knew 
the tsar would not condone a more equitable policy in regard to the Jews. 

Many Jewish contemporaries recorded the Kishinev pogrom as a turning 
point for them. The issue of fighting back was now posed in a brutal form. 
Some Jewish activists lamented what they considered the cowardice of the 
Jews themselves at Kishinev. How could it happen, they asked, that thousands 
of adult Jewish males, of a total Jewish population of 50,000, were unable or 
unwilling to fend off several hundred rioters? As one reporter put it, “ninety 
percent of them [Jewish males] hid themselves, or fled to safer parts of the 
city for refuge.” There were isolated acts of Jewish bravery, but they were 
even less notable than the few incidents in which Christians risked life and 
limb to protect the Jews. In the searing words of the Jewish poet Bialyk, Jews 
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in Kishinev reacted to their attackers “with trembling knees, concealed and 
cowering.”6! be 

It was even more outrageous in the eyes of many activists that the poor suf- 
fered the most from the ravages of the pogromists. A few rich Jews were 
attacked, but for the most part the richest of them, according to Dubnov, 
“bribed the police with substantial sums of money to gain protection” or left 
town. 

In earlier times, such passivity would have been elevated as martyrdom, not 
denounced as cowardice. But these were new times. Not long after the 
pogrom at Kishinev another broke out at the town of Gomel, which also had a 
large Jewish population (20,400 Jews in a population of 36,800), but there the 
Jews of the town organized and fought back against the pogromists.® The 
Gomel pogrom, which finally registered more victims than did Kishinev,® has 
not gone down in history, has not been the subject of searing poetry and 
indignant commentary. Kishinev was the first, the one around which world 
attention centered, and thus it became a powerful symbol. 

A lesson was learned at Kishinev that young Jewish activists already knew by 
heart and had been reciting for some time: Jews must fight back; Jews must 
learn to rely on their own resources; Jews must stop being physical cowards. A 
writer at the time observed that “the Kishinev pogrom . . . met a new Jewish 
people, very sensitive to its human dignity, holding an enormous store of mili- 
tant energy within itself. . . . In everybody, and before all else, there emerged 
the thirst for revenge.”® 

Approximately 300 of the rioters at Kishinev were tracked down and 
arrested. However, the ensuing trial was a disappointment. Although the gov- 
ernor and vice-governor were dismissed, they were not charged with responsi- 
bility for the pogrom. Even more outrageous, Krushevan escaped indictment. 
Only those members of the mob who were accused of violent acts were 
arrested, not the ringleaders. Moreover, the testimony of many of the Jewish 
victims was contradictory and filled with implausible details for which no proof 
could be found, so that the lawyers appointed to defend the rioters had an 
easy job discrediting Jewish witnesses — indeed, they exposed several of them 
to ridicule and laughter in the courtroom. 

Jewish testimony suffered from low regard on the part of the legal officials 
of the area; Jews themselves joked about how they lied before officialdom, and 
it was widely believed that Jews conspired in false testimony. Even Urussov, 
who by the time of the trial was being denounced by the anti-Semites for his 
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“sentimental philo-Semitism,” observed that Jewish testimony at this trial, as in 
others, was “often worthless. .. . The Jews, anxious to prove more than what 
really occurred, get extremely excited, fly into a passion, and exaggerate mat- 
ters... .” Witnesses who first stated they remained in their cellar for the entire 
three days of the pogrom then provided graphic details of what they 
other parts of the city; “witnesses identified different persons among the 
accused as the perpetrators of the murders they saw. ... A bacchanalian orgy” 
of contradictory witnesses arose, “confounding the unhappy judges” and 
throwing the lawyers for the Jewish plainuffs into dismay. 

Urussov was also disappointed that the lawyers representing the Jewish vic- 
tims seemed to be interested in the trial as a political platform, a way of gaining 
political mileage by uncovering the responsibility of officials in St. Petersburg. 
Bringing the rioters to justice counted for little. The lawyers did not prepare 


“ 


saw’ in 


the witnesses and did not check the reliability, consistency, or credibility of their 
stories.6’ The testimony of many of the rioters was scarcely less bizarre and 
incredible. They freely admitted to “sinning a little”; they had stolen and com- 
mitted vandalism, but they had not killed anyone, God forbid. Many testified 
that the Jews were “nice people,” with whom they wanted to live in peace, 
except that now Jewish witnesses were “vexing them with false evidence.” 

It was a natural temptation for Jewish organizations, in their frantic efforts 
to elicit sympathy and funds for the victims and to discredit Russian authori- 
ties, to present the most sensational accounts possible. The unvarnished truth 
was at any rate difficult to obtain because of tsarist censorship. But in their 
indiscriminate attacks, in their single-minded determination to get the maxi- 
mum of political mileage from the pogrom, some foreign Jewish publicists 
may have been unfair to individuals and to the general non-Jewish population 
of Kishinev. The presiding judge, Davydov, for example, was described not 
only as an anti-Semite (with the name “Davidovich”) but as a man who himself 
had a part in planning the pogroms.® That account of him is difficult to rec- 
oncile with the account of Prince Urussov, who does not hesitate to condemn 
Krushevan, Ustrugov, and others, but who presents Davydov as a valued per- 
sonal friend, a man of great personal honesty and judicial fairness, who was at 
any rate not even in the area at the time of the pogroms.” 

That such inaccurate and distorted accounts were published in the West 
and that such ostensibly mendacious testimony was given by Jewish witnesses 
further envenomed Jewish—Gentile relations. Even Prince Urussov expressed 
frustration with accounts of the pogrom in the press, foreign and Russian. He 
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became finally exasperated with those Jews who “exaggerated their cases to 
such an extent, and who ornamented them with such extravagant details, that 
it was absolutely impossible to give full credence to them.”/! Urussov was also 
distressed by the tendency of Jewish leaders, who on other occasions 
expressed outrage that Jews were held collectively responsible for the acts of 
Jewish assassins, to hold the Christian residents of Kishinev collectively respon- 
sible for acts by non-Jewish criminals with whom they by no means identified.” 
However, by all accounts he was gradually able to soothe these various resent- 
ments and generally to reduce tensions in the city. It was impressive testimony 
to how the riots might have been avoided in the first place had competent and 
responsible authority been exercised. 


Modern Anti-Semitism in Russia 


The Kishinev pogrom and the reactions to it may be seen as a porten- 
tous sign of political awakening on both the left and the nght, among Jews 
and among anti-Semites. However, as supporters of autocracy and as enemies 
of liberal democracy, right-wing activists who sought to organize the masses 
inevitably involved themselves in contradictory activities, since to mobilize the 
people was considered a western, un-Russian activity.’3 Political parties and agi- 
tation by independent groups violated fundamental precepts of tsarist auto- 
cracy. Nevertheless, such groups began to proliferate. 

The most important of these right-wing organizations was the Union of the 
Russian People. It was the organization as well that went the farthest in terms 
of independent action, even of pressuring the authorities, albeit always under 
the guise of ardent support for the principle of tsarist autocracy. Those histori- 
ans who have maintained that the tsar and his ministers actively conspired to 
provoke anti-Jewish pogroms have also accused those authorities of working 
hand-in-hand with the Union and similar organizations (all of which were 
often grouped under the imprecise designation of “Black Hundreds”). 

However, the coordination between government and organizations like the 
Union throughout Russia was both less extensive and less effective than many 
have supposed. The Union suffered not only from a confusion as to its goals 
but also from incompetent leadership and poor organization. It was torn by 
internal dissension and lacked staying power. For such reasons government 
officials were chary of dealing with it. 

The Russian right as a whole was scarcely more impressive than such newer 
reactionary—populist organizations as the Union. The integration of tradi- 
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tional conservatism with newer forms of popular agitation was thus less devel- 
oped in Russia than in countries like Austria or France. Partly because of its 
organizational and ideological weakness, the Russian right was tempted by ter- 
rorism and other forms of ruthless, disorganized violence. 

Russian nationalist conservatives often come across as unsophisticated, 
frightened men with little vision. They were given to a kind of mystical pes- 
simism in the face of powerful forces that they could not successfully resist or 
even understand. Of course the Russian right finally faced a much greater 
challenge than did the right in western and central Europe. The prospect ofa 
socialist revolution in France, Austria, or Germany, however much it haunted 
the privileged and propertied, was in reality remote, whereas Russia exploded 
into revolution in 1905. Thus, it is not entirely appropriate to compare the rel- 
ative moderation of anti-Semitic forces in western Europe with the desperate, 
often nihilistic violence of those forces in Russia. 

The pogroms instigated or exploited by the Union, or the Black Hundreds 
more generally, cannot be termed a success for the reactionaries. The ran- 
dom, senseless violence finally disgusted nearly everyone, including many anti- 
Semitic spokesmen. In Kiev, where the Beilis Affair would take place six years 
later, the principal participants and beneficiaries appear to have been the 
criminal elements of the city, much as was the case in Kishinev. The general 
population was disgusted by the scenes of brutal pillage and rape.’+ The 
pogroms were intended to intimidate the left and to terrorize the Jews. Those 
goals may have been achieved, but it was at the price of discrediting the 
regime and the reactionary cause more generally. 


Nicholas II and the Power of International Jewry 


The Russian Empire’s problems in the generation before World War I 
would have challenged the ablest of leaders. Hopes had initially arisen that 
Nicholas II would be another reforming tsar, and in his first years he suc- 
ceeded in giving the impression that he was a gentler man than his father. He 
enjoyed a favorable treatment in the international press, in part because of his 
role in convening the International Peace Conference in The Hague in 1899. 
Rumors even spread that Nicholas was a friend of the Jews, that he would at 
last see to a general reform of the regulations that so oppressed them. 

These hopes proved ill founded, for Nicholas soon surrounded himself with 
avowed Jew-haters. In conversations with his ministers, he habitually used the 
coarse and insulting Russian term zhidy (kikes) rather than the more polite 
yevrei (Hebrews). It gradually emerged that rather than sympathizing with the 
Jews, he believed they were to be held responsible for provoking pogroms.” 
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The full measure of Nicholas II’s inadequacies became clear in Russia’s war 
with Japan in 1904-1905. His habitual term for the Japanese was “monkeys.” 
Many members of the ruling elite of Russia believed that a foreign war could 
resolve the country’s internal problems by inducing Russia’s subjects to rally 
around the flag, and Nicholas soon embraced those beliefs. However, the war 
with Japan proved a disaster for Russia, one that played a major role in provok- 
ing the revolution in 1905. Yet Nicholas showed little understanding of the 
wave of revolution that swept the country. He refused to believe that his “own 
people” could be ultimately responsible. It had to be “foreign” people, above 
all the Jews. 

A parallel concern to Nicholas and his high officials was their belief that a 
number of powerful Jewish financiers outside of Russia were working ever more 
openly and effectively to deny the country the financial aid it sought. There was 
some foundation to that belief: A most tenacious enemy of tsarist Russia was 
Jacob H. Schiff, the American financier. Schiff played a crucial role not only in 
denying the Russians the bonds they sought in the international market to 
finance the war but also even more decisively in providing financial support for 
Japan, which then so humiliatingly defeated Russia.”° In Great Britain, Lucien 
Wolf, joined by the English Rothschilds and, in central Europe, Paul Nathan, 
led the efforts to isolate Russia both economically and diplomatically.” 

By this ume American Jews had begun to claim a leading role in interna- 
tional Jewish affairs. Schiff delighted in the way that he and other Jews had 
been able to contribute to the humbling of the great Russian Empire. He 
boasted that after its humiliation in the Russo-Japanese War, Russia had come 
to understand that “international Jewry is a power after all.””® When Count 
Witte arrived in the United States to negotiate the peace treaty with Japan, he 
was contacted by Simon Wolf, another American Jewish leader and long-time 


confidant of presidents, who told him that Russia needed two things, money 
and friends. He added, 


The Jews of the world, as citizens of their respective countries, control much of the 
first... There is no use in disguising the fact that in the United States the Jews 
form an important factor in the formation of public opinion and in the control of 
finances. . . . By virtue of their mercantile and financial standing in this country 
they are exercising an all-potent and powerful influence.” 


This boasting by Schiff and Wolf was transparently designed to impress the 
Russians, with the quite explicit goal of pressuring them to cease the persecu- 
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tion of Jews inside Russia, but by 1905 such boasts were widely accepted as jus- 
tified. Observers as different as Winston Churchill and Theodore Herz! firmly 
believed that international Jewry exercised enormous power in international 
relations. Arnold White, who praised Russia’s Jews as the “most virtuous and 
prolific race” in the tsar’s empire, wrote that the European press and interna- 
tional finance were in Jewish hands, and that “the Prime Minister and the Cab- 
inet of England alter their policy and abandon an important bill in parliament 
at the frown of the Rothschilds.” He concluded that Jews were making 
“monotonous progress toward the mastery of the world.”8? 

Russia’s minister of foreign affairs, Count Vladimir Nikolaevich Lamsdorf, 
informed the tsar that the Revolution of 1905 had been “actively supported 
and partly directed by the forces of universal Jewry,” led by the Alliance 
Israélite Universelle, which had “gigantic pecuniary means” and an “enor- 
mous membership.”§! Lamsdorf had long opposed Russia’s French alliance 
and hoped to break it up, to return to an alliance with Germany,*? and his 
words partly reflected that agenda. But there is no question that Schiff was 
both supporting the Japanese and financing revolutionary socialist agitation 
among the Russian prisoners of war taken by Japan. His agent in that opera- 
tion boasted that he had won over thousands of soldiers to revolutionary 
socialism.83 In short, one of the more improbable fantasies of anti-Semites like 
Lamsdorf, that Jewish capitalists were supporting socialist revolutionaries, had 
at least that limited basis in fact. 

Nicholas was an attentive listener to those who spoke of a worldwide Jewish 
conspiracy against him. Especially after 1905 he was haunted by a fear that the 
Jews, their non-Jewish agents, and a network of Jewish financiers who had inti- 
mate contacts in the corridors of power in the West were out to undermine 
tsarist Russia, destroy his empire, and even to kill him personally. Although his 
mind worked in confused ways, he was undoubtedly correct in believing that 
growing numbers of Jews, inside Russia and out, Marxist revolutionaries like 
Trotsky as well as sober financiers like Schiff, did want to destroy him and his 
empire. 

Quite understandably, Jews of a wide variety of political persuasions and 
national origins were motivated by a determination to combat the policies of 
Nicholas, to put strong pressure on him to relent in his anti-Semitic stance. 
This was not a concerted, worldwide Jewish conspiracy of the sort supposed by 
men of Nicholas’s mentality; it was rather a fairly wide international consensus 
among Jews and also among non-Jews of liberal to socialist persuasion. Sul], it 
fed conspiratorial fantasies in Nicholas’s mind and in the mind of many right- 
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wing Russians. They were not wrong in believing that Jews were a power in the 
world, and a rising one, particularly because of the influence they could exer- 
cise in the up-and-coming United States. 

The Duma, or parliament, that was elected in 1905 included twelve Jewish 
deputies, a remarkable figure in that Jews were a minority in all electoral dis- 
tricts, and it became clear that the Duma would abolish the discriminatory laws 
that Russian Jews faced.*+ These intentions were soon undermined by waves of 
counterrevolution at the end of the year and in 1906, waves that entailed ant- 
Jewish rioting on a scale that dwarfed the pogroms of 1903. This new violence 
was directed not only at Jews but also at all those who supported the revolution. 
By this time the authority of the tsar and his ministers was much diminished as 
compared with that in 1903, as was their ability to control events. 

The anti-Semitic right naturally elicited both covert and more open sup- 
port from tsarist officials. Prince Urussov, whose memoirs cast doubt on the 
role of Plehve in the Kishinev pogrom, made a famous speech in early 1906 
on the floor of the Duma denouncing the role of tsarist officials in the 
pogroms of that year. Witte, the prime minister, was appalled to discover that 
the secret police had been active in instigating a new pogrom in the town of 
Gomel.® 

Even at this point the support of the government for anti-Semitic counter- 
revolutionaries was not part of a coherent policy, and certainly not one that 
Nicholas’s ministers had all agreed upon; again the government remained 
divided, confused, and incompetent. With the events of 1905 conservatives 
began to lose confidence in the government’s ability to maintain order and to 
protect itself — and them. They were thus inclined, temporarily at least, to give 
support to organizations like the Union of the Russian People. 

Unquestionably, the government gave financial support to the Union and 
to other right-wing organizations; Nicholas publicly praised the Union and 
met its delegations. Sull, as one of the most careful historians of the subject 
has stated, “there were no concerted efforts on the part of the administration 
to create for itself a popular ally,” to link autocracy to a modern mass move- 
ment of the anti-Semitic nght. Peter Stolypin, who would become the prime 
minister, had no use whatsoever for Dubrovin, a prominent leader of the 
Union; the government fined his newspaper, and Stolypin had him prose- 
cuted for the murder of a liberal deputy.®® 

Many conservatives “began to recoil with distaste or even horror” from the 
methods of anti-Semitic mobs.®’ As the threat from the left receded and public 
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order was restored, there emerged a wobbly consensus that such methods 
should not be used again, that the thugs and murderers of the anti-Semitic 
niass organizations were as much a threat to conservative principles as were 
the revoluuonaries of the left. 


The Beilis Affair 


In September 1911 when the revolutionary threat had been well con- 
tained, Nicholas visited Kiev to dedicate a statue to his assassinated grandfa- 
ther, Alexander II. His prime minister, Stolypin, standing a few feet from the 
tsar in the ceremonies, was shot down by a Jewish anarchist who was also a 
police spy and double agent. This would have been the ideal time for pogroms 
to break out in Kiev, if indeed such had been what the tsar and his ministers 
desired. No pogroms occurred. The calm was all the more remarkable since 
the city was unnerved: Earlier in that year in Kiev, the Jew Mendel Beilis had 
been arrested and charged with the ritual murder of a young Russian boy. 

The Beilis Affair, lasting from Beilis’s arrest in 1911 until the trial in 1913, 
has been seen by many observers as the ultimate symbol of the decadence of 
tsarism by the eve of World War I. It was widely trumpeted as a Russian version 
of the Dreyfus Affair, but although it gained for a while a comparable public- 
ity, it was a weak imitation of the French affair. Few actually believed poor 
Mendel Beilis guilty, and the identity of the criminal band who killed the 
young boy became clear early on. Similarly, the manner in which the govern- 
ment sought to frame Beilis was exposed both by minor government officials 
and by the press — including some of the anti-Semitic press, whose editors sim- 
ply could not accept such a blatant miscarriage of injustice. 

Typically, the intentions of the government in the Beilis Affair were con- 
fused and inconsistent, but insofar as a coherent brief account may be given of 
those intentions it appears that a few officials, above all Minister of Justice I. G. 
Shcheglovitov hoped that a highly publicized trial of a Jew for ritual murder 
would discredit Russia’s Jews, weakening the case for lifting their civil disabili- 
ties and embarrassing the left more generally. Shcheglovitov and others like 
him also apparently believed that any such trial would be pleasing to Nicholas 
II, although ironically Nicholas himself, as well as the trusted “friend” of the 
royal family, Rasputin, finally recognized Beilis’s innocence. But Stolypin had 
had nothing to do with the government conspiracy to frame Beilis; a ritual 
murder trial was simply not his style. He was at any rate assassinated before 
Beilis came to trial. 

The colorful trial was closely followed by the press of Europe and America. 
The case for the prosecution collapsed in the courtroom, exposing bribery, 
intimidation, and corruption, often to the laughter of the large audience. 
Beilis was by all accounts well liked by his neighbors and co-workers, so that his 
personal qualities played a different role from those of Dreyfus in his trial. 
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Although the jurors were ‘mostly peasants, obviously selected for their 
credulity, and the judge was outrageously partial to the prosecution, Beilis was 
found innocent, to great jubilation in the courtroom, and subsequently in 
Russia at large. “Strangers embraced on the streets with shining faces and 
streaming eyes; Jews and gentiles congratulated each other, proud of their 
country and of its ‘simple citizens,’ gloating over the happy ending and the 
humiliation of the administration.”®8 The trial tended to confirm mght-wing 
visions of Jewish power, given the forces that defenders of Beilis were able to 
muster, whereas the left was naturally encouraged. 

But whatever the hopeful signs and momentary elation, the war, which 
broke out in the following summer, radically altered all calculations. And 
incomparably worse tragedies awaited Russia’s Jewish subjects. 


Romanian Anti-Semitism: 
“The Worst in Europe?” 


Romania’s history, violent and confused in the eighteenth and early 
nineteenth centuries, continued in much the same vein until 1914, indeed in 
grotesque spirals into the last decade of the twentieth century. Romania’s peo- 
ple and culture, insofar as they were known to western Europeans and Ameri- 
cans in the nineteenth century, were viewed condescendingly, if not contemp- 
tuously; Romanians were widely portrayed as backward, corrupt, and 
mendacious. It is a mark of the problematic stature of the nation that even the 
spelling of its name (Romania, Rumania, Roumania) has not been generally 
agreed upon — a less trivial matter than might at first seem the case, as will be 
explained in the discussion that follows. 

Bismarck, whose derision for the Balkans as a whole is well known (“not 
worth the bones of a single Pomeranian grenadier”), remarked in 1879 that 
what happened to the Romanians was a matter of utter indifference to him 
personally. However, he recognized that developments in the area were of con- 
cern to German Jews, “whom I need to coddle, win over, and who can be very 
useful to me in Germany — and whom | like to pay in Rumanian [i.e., worth- 
less] money.” In the previous year he had expressed to Lord Russell of Great 
Britain “his aversion for the Romanians in language too violent to be placed in 
official record.”89 

The interest of German Jews in the area was partly economic, but it was also 
directed at the precarious status of Jews there. Since the Romanians were 
often considered to be even more anti-Semitic than the Slavs of eastern 
Europe, the hostility of many western Jews for Romanians, not surprisingly, 
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paralleled that of Bismarck. Moritz von Goldschmidt, a fnend of Bismarck’s 
banker, Bleichroder, advocated a boycott of Romania by western Jewish busi- 
ness and finance, so that “these impudent men . .. would smother in the filth 
they call civilization.”™ At the other end of the political spectrum, Leon Trot- 
sky wrote that “Rumania as a whole manifests itself through its Jewish ques- 
tion”; ina country that was corrupt and ndiculously misgoverned, “anti-Semi- 
tism has established itself as a state religion — the last cementing factor of a 
feudal society rotten through and through.”9! 

It is a moot point whether Romanian anti-Semitism was the worst in 
Europe; certainly nowhere else did hatred of Jews become so prominently a 
part of national identity or one that so obsessed the intellectual classes. Vio- 
lent outbursts against Jews, from attacks on the streets to the burning of syna- 
gogues, were regularly reported in the world press. Jewish-Gentile relations in 
Romania must be considered a failure in almost every regard. Yet, the large 
numbers of Jews who moved into the area in the course of the nineteenth cen- 
tury, from the Russian Pale and from Austrian Galicia, suggest that the issue 
may not be quite so simple. Why would Jews move in large numbers from Rus- 
sia to an even more oppressive area or, indeed, from Galicia, where they did 
not face government persecution? 

Romania suffered from crushing poverty, lack of industrial development, 
widespread illiteracy, and competing, usually xenophobic identities - ethnic, 
religious, and national. Tensions between peasants and large landowners were 
even worse than in Russia; land holdings were grossly unequal, and the peas- 
antry was brutally exploited. As in the Pale of Setthement, Jews in Romania 
served as agents for the large landholders, and were described as alien, para- 
sitic, and contemptuous of the non-Jewish people among whom they lived. 
And even more than in the Pale, such judgments were both plausible and 
widely accepted as accurate, even by Jewish observers. Zionists often cited 
Romania as an area where hatred of Jews was especially justified, the clearest 
example of “objective anti-Semitism” in Europe. Inside Romania Jews had few 
if any non-Jewish defenders of stature and integrity comparable to Prince 
Urussov; even Romanian moderates, almost without exception, described Jews 
as alien and exploitative.92 The consensus, from conservative to hberal among 
Romanian nationalists, was that hostility to Jews was an integral part of Roman- 
ian national feeling. If the concept of anti-Semitism as an /nlegrationsideologie 
made sense anywhere, it was in Romania, as Trotsky suggested. 

Onc historian has commented, “the history of Rumanian Jewry has always 
been written with more polemics than factuality.”9% The British historian R. W. 
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Seton-Watson wrote one of the very few sympathetic histories of Romania in 
English,*4 but more typical in tone is Howard Morley Sachar’s chapter, in his 
history of the Jews: It is a tirade, without the slightest effort at balance. He dis- 
misses Romania as a “third-rate power.” The hatred that Jews encountered 
there was “small, poisonous, mean-minded,” “even more pathological” than 
Russian anti-Semitism.®> He mentions little that might put such hatred into 
historical context, that might make it in the slightest degree understandable. 
Romanian anti-Semitism is for him simply a moral issue. Romanians were thor- 
oughly evil people, confronting powerless and innocent Jews, whose attitudes 
or actions had nothing at all to do with the hatred they faced. 

Sachar’s treatment of Romanian anti-Semitism is yet another example of 
the kind of interpretation that has been questioned throughout this book, as 
extreme as the opposite kind of interpretation that places the blame for anti- 
Semitism entirely on the shoulders of the Jews. The Romanian example is 
revealing in a number of ways, however, since even in the 1880s there seem 
to have been few who believed that Jewish reform in Romania was the key to 
reducing anti-Semitism, and even fewer who came to the defense of the 
Romanians. 

In the latter half of the nineteenth century Romanian national identity was 
still young and insecure. If it is accepted that the youth and insecurity of Ger- 
man national feeling helps explain why men like von Treitschke lashed out 
against the dangers of Jewish influence, or if the paranoia about the corrup- 
tions associated with the “foreign” Jews is one key to understanding Russian 
anti-Semitism, such arguments are incomparably more apt in regard to Roma- 
nia. Romanian culture and language enjoyed none of the admiration and 
emulation that German language and culture had since the eighteenth cen- 
tury, nor could Romanian literary figures bask in anything like the worldwide 
esteem that Russian authors like Tolstoy or Dostoevsky did. 

Those few who came to the defense of the Romanian national spirit 
believed that the Romanian people, inarticulate and defenseless in the inter- 
national arena, had been demonized, their defects unfairly exaggerated; they 
were an easy target, and Jews had taken a leading role in that demonization. It 
was not a difficult task, since nearly all observers recognized serious defects of 
the Romanian temper; even Romanian nationalists openly discussed the ways 
that the many negative traits of their fellow countrymen could be remedied. 
But that did not mean accepting the monotonously mean-spirited denigration 
of their homeland and its people that was spread by many prominent Jews. 


“ R. W. Seton-Watson, A History of the Roumanians: From Roman Times to the Completion of Unity 
(Cambridge, U.K, 1934). 

* Howard Morley Sachar, The Course of Modern Jewish History (New York, 1977), 259; similar in 
tone is Nedava, Trotsky and the Jews, 78-82. 

% Cf. William O. Oldson, A Providential Anti-Semitism: Nationalism and Polity in Nineteenth Century 
Romania (Philadelphia, 1991), 120. 


THE FAILURES: RUSSIA AND ROMANIA 309 


Prominent Jews in many countries attempted to put pressure on Romanian 
leaders, with a blatancy that would have been inconceivable or even danger- 
ous in regard to Russia. The reaction of those leaders, sensitive to issues of 
national dignity and sovereignty, was predictably angry. A century later the 
reactions of Israeli politicians — leaders of a vulnerable, widely disliked country 
no less concerned about national dignity when international pressure was 
exerted on them because of their harsh treatment of minority populations — 
was revealingly similar. 

Prince Carol, the German prince who would become the first king of 
Romania, described the Romanians as “the most tolerant of all Christian peo- 
ples,”*’ remarkably like the description given earlier of the Moldavian popula- 
tion in Kishinev. Similarly positive evaluations of the Russian peasantry, or of 
the Poles — also termed unusually tolerant by their defenders — have been 
made. Given such radically opposed opinion, where does the truth lie? 

Even the most superficial examination of the history of Romanian-Jewish 
relations in the nineteenth century reveals how utterly different that history 
was from the history of Jews and Gentiles in such countries as Great Britain 
and the United States. And even a small effort at evenhandedness reveals that 
Romanian anti-Semitism derived from something more than the lower moral 
tone of Romanians: The activities and nature of the Jews in Romania had 
something quite palpably to do with the hatred directed at them. A brief look 
at Romanian history is revealing. 

The three large and competing empires (the Ottoman, Russian, and Habs- 
burg) that surrounded the Romanian-speaking peoples traded Romanian 
provinces and sovereignty over Romanians in a dizzying succession from early 
modern times to the mid-nineteenth century. All three of them, especially the 
first two, preserved Jewish disabilities, in law and in custom. The history of the 
Romanian-speaking peoples was for most of this period that of two principali- 
ties, Moldavia and Wallachia. Their despotic princes were from the late Mid- 
dle Ages until the eighteenth century vassals of the Ottoman Empire, with 
extensive autonomy, marked by bloody rebellions. By the early nineteenth 
century the principalities had become Russian protectorates while remaining 
technically within the Ottoman Empire. Transylvania, another area of pre- 
dominantly Romanian-speaking people (but with a large and historically 
important Magyar enclave), remained under Hungarian rule until the end of 
World War I. 

In 1861-1862 the two principalities were united as Romania under a Molda- 
vian colonel, Jon Cuza. Fis despotic manners and corruption led to a coup d’é 
tatin 1866, when the previously-mentioned Carol, who was related to the Pruss- 
ian Hohenzollerns, was chosen as his successor. A cautiously liberal constitution 
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was also adopted in 1866. In 1878, with the Congress of Berlin, Romania 
gained international recognition as an jadependent country, contingent on ful- 
filling certain stipulations of the great powers, which included granting of civil 
equality to Jews in the counuy. In 1881 Romania was proclaimed a fully sover- 
eign kingdom. 

But these were confused and tumultuous years for the country. Romania’s 
struggle for independence had none of the drama and heroism of German 
unification. Romania was the plaything of the great powers; its leaders had to 
rely more on supplication and guile than Bismarckian military prowess or 
Garibaldean heroics. And the Jewish Question, again unlike the situation in 
Germany or Italy in the 1860s and 1870s, was deeply intertwined into the con- 
voluted processes of that unification. 

Romanian nationalist intellectuals cultivated certain rather dubious 
national myths, as did all European nationalities at the time. They claimed 
descent from the Roman settlers i ancient Dacia. Nineteenth-century Roma- 
nians fancied themselves, as the name they chose for their new nation sug- 
gests, a Latin people, heirs to an illustrious civilization and different from the 
backward Slavic peoples of the region. (Those who have insisted upon alter- 
nate spellings, “Rumania” or “Roumania,” have often done so disparagingly, to 
mock the claims of a “Roman” ancestry.) Moreover, as a Latin people, speak- 
ing a Latin-based language, the Romanians claimed special affinities with west- 
ern Europe, especially with the Italians, who had themselves just completed 
their national unification and who showed a special sympathy for Romanian 
problems and aspirations. Romaniam leaders referred to Rome as their 
“mother.”9% 

Again much like other young nationalists, Romanian intellectuals were 
inclined to blame others for their misfortunes, to exploit the concept of the 
threatening outsider in galvanizing the Romanian people. The Germans or 
the Russians blamed the French in the early nineteenth century, and libera- 
tion from French oppression was central to German and Russian national 
mythology. However, in the Romanian case the myths of victimization were 
much more central, in no small part because they corresponded to an obvious 
reality for a much less powerful people brutally dominated by Turks and Rus- 
sians for centuries. 

Whatever the origins of their race — as problematic a concept in the 
Balkans as elsewhere — Romanians were overwhelmingly a peasant people, in 
truth profoundly isolated from western Europe for many centuries and 
scarcely to be distinguished from the Slavic peoples around them in literacy, 
economic development, or other signs of western civilization. Similarly, 
whether all outsiders in the new state were bad for the nation is not easy to 
determine. Jews were credited, as in Kishiney, with building it up while at the 
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same time were also blamed for a myriad of evils, from capitalist exploitation 
to prostitution, drunkenness, and revolutionary violence. Similar charges in 
Romania were levied against Greeks, Germans, and Magyars — but most of all 
against the Jews. 

Romanian nationalists claimed that their lands had been flooded in the 
early nineteenth century by Jews with no previous connection to Romania, 
mostly those fleeing the new decrees in Russia that made Jews eligible for mili- 
tary service, although a large number also came from Galicia in pursuit of eco- 
nomic opportunity. As we have seen, there was a mass movement in the course 
of the nineteenth century of Polish Jews to the south. A very small, mostly 
Sephardic settlement in Moldavia and Wallachia had existed during the 
period of Turkish rule, but the overwhelming majority of Jews in Romania by 
the second half of the century were of recent origin, Yidclish-speaking and to 
an important extent hasidic. That they came in such numbers to Romanian 
territory, and continued to come well into the twentieth century, would seem 
to inclicate that they concluded it was a better place than impoverished Galicia 
or despotic Russia. As in the case of post-Dreyfus Affair France or Vienna 
ruled by an anti-Semitic mayor, these migration patterns suggest that eco- 
nomic opportunity ranked higher than anti-Semitism as a mover of large num- 
bers of people. 

Jews also migrated to neighboring Hungary in the same years, but the rela- 
tionships of the Magyar elite to Jewish immigrants in the nineteenth century 
were revealingly different from those of the Jews to the ruling orders in Roma- 
nia. To begin with, the economic uulity of the Jews was much less widely recog- 
nized by the Romanians. The willingness to let Jews handle commerce, so 
prominent a trait of the Magyar nobility, was less characteristic of the Roman- 
ian ruling class. Moldavian boyars (nobles) certainly used Jews as agents to 
manage their estates, but Romanian national identity, as it was being fash- 
ioned by leading Romanian intellectuals at the time, included a vision of 
being commercial or entrepreneurial, as were their Italian and French mod- 
els. Much more than in Hungary Jews were considered to be unwelcome rivals 
economically — threatening rather than useful. Most Rumanian nationalists 
claimed that if Jews were offered civil equality, the numbers coming to the 
country would rise precipitously. Romanians feared the implications of their 
country’s appearing any more attractive to eastern European Jews, especially 
given the notoriously strong religious—nationalist identity from that area, than 
it already did. Many among the Romanian elite concluded that making life dif- 
ficult for those Jews already in the country, legally or otherwise, was a jusufi- 
able policy. And although nearly all Romanian leaders claimed that they disap- 
proved of violence against Jews, many of them tacitly accepted it. 

The leading political force in the country, the Liberal Party, dominated by 
the powerful Bratianu family, one of the largest landholders in the Balkans, 
was explicitly committed to the cause of industrializing Romania, of support- 
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ing a native Romanian commercial and industrial class, and more generally of 
modernizing the country, bringing it Wp to western standards. The Bratianus 
actually claimed that they were willing to cooperate with at least part of the 
Jewish bourgeoisie in modernizing Romania, so long as the political power of 
native Romanians was not threatened and as the presence of Jews did not 
effectively block the formation of a native Romanian bourgeoisie. 

These claims turned out to be mostly empty rhetoric. In truth the Liberal 
Party remained uncompromisingly anti-Semitic. The cooperation of Polish 
Jew and native Romanian did not work for the simple reason that the Jewish 
bourgeoisie refused to become Romanian and in truth did threaten native 
Romanians, who were unable to compete with Jews or other foreigners. As 
Prince Carol stated the matter, paralleling the views of the Slavophiles, Jews 
were a people whose superior industry and inferior morals allowed them to 
exploit and take advantage of the simple and good-natured Romanian people. 
It was a perspective shared by most Romanian nationalists.! Thus, while liber- 
alism in Hungary and most other countries encouraged extensive cooperation 
with the Jews — who willingly embraced Magyar, German, or French identities 
- in Romania the hberal slogan was “through ourselves alone,” certainly not in 
cooperation with Jews who insisted on retaining a different language and cul- 
ture and who denigrated Romanian culture. 

The slogan reflected another important reality: Romanians constituted a 
comfortable majority in Moldavia and Wallachia; Romanian leaders did not 
feel the need for Jewish allies, whereas the Magyars, a minority in their own 
country, did. Similarly, Jewish immigrants to Romania up to 1914 continued 
to show very little interest in becoming Romanian. Jews lived apart from the 
native population in Romania out of preference. Intermarriage was far less 
common in Romania than in Hungary or other areas where Jews admired and 
embraced non-Jewish culture. Jews in Romania had not come from an 
advanced, westernized area, as had the Jews who moved into Hungary; their 
strong sense of Jewish national identity and attendant separatism increased, if 
anything. 

Jewish belitthement of Romanian culture particularly incensed spokesmen 
for Romanian nationalism. For such reasons they insisted that tests demonstrat- 
ing a firm command of the Romanian language and a knowledge of Romanian 
history be a prerequisite for nationalization, since they were confident that the 
overwhelming majority of Jews in Romania could not pass such tests and were 
unlikely to make the effort to do so. Certainly the overwhelming majority of 
those who had been in Romania for as much as three generations had not 
made the effort, in sharp contrast to the way in which Hungarian Jews had in 
the course of the same years embraced Magyar language and culture.!0! 
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In this regard, prominent figures in the Italian government expressed sym- 
pathy for the Romanian point of view. In general their advice to the Romani- 
ans was to bend over backwards to alleviate the condition of Jews in the coun- 
try, but officials in Rome, including a number of high-placed Jews in the 
ministry of foreign affairs, accepted as accurate the charge that the hasidic 
Jews from Poland were a hostile, “germanizing” element, one that was likely to 
have a detrimental effect upon the Latin identity of Romanians.!°? The much 
less numerous Sephardim of the area, since they spoke Ladino, a Latin-based 
tongue, and had resided in the area for a longer period, were seen as more 
admissible. Indeed, some of them accepted, at least in public pronounce- 
ments, the government line about Jews from Poland.! Sephardic Jews of this 
area were known to harbor a special contempt for the hasidim, part of a larger 
distaste for Ashkenazic Jewry that they shared with Sephardim in France and 
other parts of Europe. 

Even if Jewish immigrants to Romania had been more willing to take up a 
non-Jewish national identity, it would not likely have been with such a “primi- 
tive” and widely denigrated people as the Romanians. Even those many Jews 
who abandoned Jewish tradition in this period only rarely identified with such 
people — powerless, “historyless,” and destined, so many argued, to be 
absorbed by the superior, historic peoples. In Transylvania (ruled by Hungary 
but containing a Romanian majority) magyarized Jews were widely known to 
be among the most aggressive and intolerant of magyarizers, a reputation they 
also had in Hungarian-ruled Slovakia. But even inside the new Romanian 
state, even when Jewish immigrants learned the Romanian tongue to some 
degree, they did not often embrace Romanian culture or accept Romanian 
nationality (as distinguished from demanding civil equality). The situation was 
summed up by a special commission of the Romanian Chamber of Deputies 
in 1879: “There were not, and... never have been, any Rumanian Jews; there 
were merely Jews who have been born in the Principality [of Romania], but 
who never have been assimilated . . . by the Rumanian nation.”' It became 
almost a litany of Romanian nationalists that there “were no Romanian Jews, 
only Jews in Romania.” 

Jews in Romania moved to the principal urban areas as the century pro- 
gressed. That movement became a cause for growing alarm by Romanian 
nationalists, since many of their largest cities (Jassy, Czernowitz, Radaut) already 
by the 1850s were developing Jewish majorities,!> and it was intolerable for 
Romanian nationalists that in their new and vulnerable country this growing 
urban class, which in Italy or Germany was the backbone of the nationalist 
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movement, retained a foreign identity and was palpably not interested in 
becoming an integral part of the nation. Imagine, they asked, if such a situation 
were developing in Rome, London, or Paris. Would the nationalists of those 
countries be so complacent about their Jewish problem if their capital cities had 
a majority of Jews who denigrated Italian, English, or French identity? 

The notion of granting civil equality to Jews thus took on a wholly different 
aspect in Romania than it had in Hungary in the 1860s. Whereas the Hungar- 
ian rulers saw Jewish full citizenship as a way of reinforcing their own influ- 
ence and of strengthening the nation, Romanian leaders saw Jewish political 
influence as dangerous and divisive to the nation. While such nations as Ger- 
many, Austria, and Hungary were preparing to grant full civil equality to their 
Jewish citizens in the mid-1860s, Romanians bristled ever more stubbornly at 
the prospect. 

Similarly, interest grew among Romanian leaders, as it did among leaders 
in Russia, in finding ways to encourage Jews to leave the country. Precisely how 
many Jews there were in Romania by the 1860s was a hotly disputed point. 
Those who were most alarmed asserted that there were over 400,000, out of a 
total population of around 5 million; a more likely and a more generally 
accepted figure was 250,000.!% Even the lower figure suggests that the Jewish 
population of Romania, at 5 percent of the total, was proporuonately one of 
the largest in Europe and had indeed grown very fast since the early part of 
the century. 

To the charge that Jews were taking over the country, or fatally crippling its 
efforts to become a real nation supported by its own native bourgeoisie, 
Romanian nationalists added the related complaint that Jews in Romania were 
trying to use international connections to gain advantage inside the country. 
That charge, too, was hardly without foundation, although whether their 
efforts were purely self-interested and hostile to Romanian interests or simply 
defensive — in reaction to a pervasive and sometimes brutal anti-Semitism — is 
by its very nature impossible to determine. 

Jewish exaggeration was here, as in Russia, undoubtedly a factor, but virtu- 
ally all observers agreed that the situation of Jews in Romania was deplorable 
and, at least for a large numbers of the poorest class of Jews, getting worse as 
the century progressed. It was a vicious cycle, in that Jewish efforts to appeal to 
outside intervention and protection merely fanned anti-Semitism in Romania, 
whereas Romanian anti-Semitism spurred western Jews to come to the rescue 
of their coreligionists in Romania. 

The poverty of the country tended to brutalize class and ethnic tensions. 
Western observers, both Jewish and non-Jewish, were almost unanimous in rec- 
ognizing the “characteristic Jewish vices,” the low moral tone of Jews in Roma- 
nia. Wilhelm I, the German Emperor, in a letter to the father of King Carol, 
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observed, “I know from experience what the Jews are like in those areas 
[Poland and the Pale] . . . and the Rumanian Jews are said to be even 
worse!"!7 The old saw that “each country gets the Jews it deserves” was often 
quoted, since western observers were also almost unanimous about the low 
moral tone of non-Jews in the country: The Jews in Romania and the native 
Romanians deserved one other. A more justifiable and less cruel formulation 
would have been that when poor and oppressed people are thrown together 
under unfavorable circumstances, it should come as no surprise that they do 
not get along or that they appear morally corrupt to those whose material cir- 
cumstances are happier than theirs. 

Even in the “honeymoon years” of Jewish-Gentile relations in western and 
central Europe, the 1850s through the early 1870s, the scene in Romania was 
tense. The self-satisfaction of such countries as Great Britain, France, and the 
United States, their sense of themselves as advanced and highly civilized, made 
it all the more tempting for them to censure the backward Romanians. “All 
the world was trying to instruct the Rumanians on how to behave to their 
Jews."!9 ‘Typically, Carol’s father advised him to recognize reality, however 
unfair it might seem: The support and sympathy of France was vital to Roma- 
nia; Jewish money dominated the French press, and therefore the Jewish ques- 
tion would be kept before the French public unless Romanians made efforts 
to treat their Jews better. The advice was, indeed, strikingly like that given 
Witte, a half century later, by American Jewish leaders, when he was in Amer- 
ica to negotiate the end of the Russo-Japanese war. Many of Romania’s leaders 
came to a certain resignation: They could not get around the pervasive Jewish 
influence in the rest of Europe. 

The alleged Jewish dominance of the French press was by no means the 
only concern of Romanian leaders. Emperor Napoleon III was deeply in debt 
to the Rothschilds. At the Congress of Paris in 1858 following the Crimean 
War, Baron James de Rothschild strongly urged Napoleon to speak up on 
behalf of persecuted minorities in Romania. But the most the French emperor 
could get from the Romanians was a promise to guarantee the political rights 
of Christian peoples who did not belong to the Romanian Orthodox Church. 
When Moldavia and Wallachia were united in the following years, Cuza 
seemed to be making friendly noises in regard to the Jews, and on January 1, 
1864, in addressing a visiting Jewish delegation, he promised that “you will be 
gradually emancipated. Wherever I have been, I have liked you, and I have 
never discriminated against religions.”!0 

Little came from these promises, and pressure from foreign Jews, espe- 
cially influential financiers like the Rothschilds and Bleichroder, continued — 
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with growing frustration. When representatives of the Alliance Israélite Uni- 
verselle made a visit to Bucharest in 1866, Ion Bratianu also spoke soothing 
words, and the French delegation received a standing ovation from the 
Romanian Chamber of Deputies. In later contacts with Bleichroder, Bratianu 
indicated he was willing to consider certain measures to provide certain basic 
protections for Jews in Romania, although he balked at the notion of full 
emancipation.!!0 

Bratianu seems to have been much like Plehve in dealing with foreign Jews: 
He had different faces for different occasions. He received the French Jews 
cordially, stressing how important friendly relations with France were to him, 
but once they had left, he termed Jewish presence in the country a “leprosy.”!"! 
Similarly, many of the deputies could easily embrace “civilized” French Jews, 
while vilifying the “barbaric” Jews in their own land. The contrast between the 
advanced Jews of the West and the backward Jews of the East was a constant 
refrain by leading Romanians: “If all Jews were Rothschilds and Crémieux, 
then the situation would be different,” but who could blame the Romanian 
government “if it sought to protect its people against these bloodsuckers.”!!? 

Many of the Romanians who spoke in such terms considered themselves 
liberal and modern. In the Romanian context those terms had more to do 
with a belief in the necessity of economic development than with civil liberties 
or minority rights. Romanian liberal anti-Semitism also raises an interesting 
point, since in most of the rest of Europe, anti-Semitism was associated with 
antiliberal trends, with a fear of modernization, whereas in Romania anti- 
Semitism was associated with ostensibly progressive forces, in certain ways com- 
parable to the Radical shopkeepers who believed themselves progressive, 
against exploitation and favorable to the “little man.” 

Mihail Kogalniceanu (1817-1891), who was foreign minister as well as a 
prominent intellectual in the country, publicly expressed a hope that Jews 
might eventually be useful to the country, even while he referred to them 
habitually with the insulting Romanian term Jidani. Similarly, he declared him- 
self resigned to a certain Jewish influence, for “there is no deliverance from 
the Jews,” who were too numerous and too powerful in Europe to fend off 
entirely.!!5 The more radical Mihai Eminescu, the national poet and a man of 
high visibility and influence in the county, also recognized that there might 
be a few useful Jews among the “hundreds of thousands of nonproductive and 
alien intruders,” but his more potent and persistent assertion was that Jews 
were an “extraordinarily greedy, unscrupulous, and inhumane .. . element.”!!4 
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Throughout the 1860s and 1870s Romania received protests by foreign 
governinents about its treatment of Jews. Asicle from the satisfaction many 
western governments took in assuming the high moral ground, a number of 
other agendas were at work in these protests. The debts owed to Jews by 
prominent politicians were often more than simply financial. President Ulysses 
S. Grant had fences to mend, given his infamous orders during the Civil War. 
Thus he appointed a prominent American Jew, B'nai B'rith Grand Master 
Benjamin F. Peixotto, as United States consul at Bucharest. He did so, signifi- 
cantly, in response to appeals from Simon Wolf, who represented the Union of 
American Hebrew Congregations, and to urgings and pressures from other 
prominent Jewish Americans, a number of whom were long-standing personal 
friends of his. As briefly referred to previously, Grant said to them that 


the story of the sufferings of the Hebrews in Roumania profoundly touches every 
sensibility in our nature. It is one long series of outrage and wrong, and even if 
there is exaggeration in the accounts which have reached us, enough is evident to 
prove the imperative duty of all civilized nations to extend their moral aid in 
behalf of a people so unhappy.!!5 


Bismarck had debts of many sorts to Bleichroéder, whose complex role in 
Romanian affairs defies summary,!!® but in balance one may more accurately 
speak of Bismarck’s using him than his pressuring the Iron Chancellor. Never- 
theless, Bleichroder was “deeply involved in the effort of Jewry to mobilize 
European opinion against Rumanian anti-Semitism,”!!” and he was in constant 
contact with leading Jews in nearly every country of central and western 
Europe in addressing the issue. He had Bismarck’s ear and conveyed to him 
directly the many reports of mistreatment of Jews in Romania. In turn, Bis- 
marck repeatedly pressured Carol: Jews were, he advised, an “always more use- 
ful than dangerous class of the population”; Romania's leaders should recog- 
nize that influential Jews “in all Europe would turn . .. persecution [of Jews in 
Romania] into a dangerous enterprise for the [Romanian] government.”!!8 

The Alliance Israélite Universelle, whose officially designated task was to 
come to the rescue of Jews in less fortunate countries than France, competed 
with Bleichréder and wealthy Jews in other countries on the Romanian issue. 
As one historian has commented, “there was a kind of concert of European 
Jewry” in regard to Romania.!!9 That concert, devoted to protecting helpless 
Jews, struck many, in Romania as elsewhere, as a conspiracy of foreign Jewish 
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interests and power. Jewish efforts in regard to Romania in the late 1870s, 
especially at the Congress of Berlin (1878), where Romania was forced to 
accept western-dictated clauses in support of Jewish civil equality, was one of 
many factors that helped to fuel the fires of anti-Semitism in the 1880s, when 
it was everywhere more important. 

While the efforts of Romanian politicians no doubt aggravated the poverty 
and sense of helplessness of thousands of Jews in Romania, the larger issue of 
the implications of Jewish presence in the country remained unresolved well 
into the twentieth century. In 1888 the new German consul in Jassy (the major 
city of Moldavia) reported that 


all trade was in the hands of the Jews. By hard work, frugality, economy, and ught 
cohesion they prevented the rise of the Rumanian traders. . . . | came to know the 
Jewish trader most thoroughly. Our German export trade found him an invalu- 
able instrument and scored brilliant successes thanks to his nimbleness and 
inventiveness. !70 


The role of Jews, or certain numbers of them, in the countryside might also be 
said to have gone from bad to worse from the standpoint of Romanian national- 
ism and social harmony. The Jewish managers in the large estates were reputed 
to drive the peasants relentlessly. Some sense of the conditions of the peasants is 
reflected in a law passed in 1900 that stipulated “it is absolutely forbidden to 
take peasants’ clothes” in the settlement of debts related to labor-rent on the 
great estates. In 1907 a revolt over peasant rents broke out, and peasant mobs 
stormed the towns and cities of Moldavia, often attacking Jews. Before the gov- 
emment gained control, approximately 20,000 people were killed, overwhelm- 
ingly peasants.!2! Romanian nationalists claimed that thousands of their starving 
compatriots had been massacred in order to protect ruthlessly exploitative Jews. 

The combination of population growth, poverty, government pressure, ris- 
ing popular anti-Semitism, and new opportunities abroad did result in large- 
scale Jewish emigration. In spite of all the pressure and promises, civil equality 
for Jews in Romania was offered to a very small number of them (about 30 a 
year from the 1880s to 1914).!*2 From the mid-1870s to 1914, the movement 
of Jews out of Romania was comparable to that out of Poland, the Russia Pale, 
or Galicia. But the Jewish Question in Romania was no closer to solution in 
Romania than in Russia. For such reasons, a new solution, the Zionist, gained 
increasing attention. 
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=10 
The Ambiguities 
of “Failure” in the 
Belle Epoque: 
Germany and Austria 


The Wilhelmine Period was not an intellectually bor- 
ing time. (V. R. Berghalin)! 


We are not hyphenated Jews; we are Jews with no 
provision, qualification or reservation. We are simply 
aliens, a foreign people in your midst. . . . Your spirit 
is alien to us; your myths, legends, habits, customs, 
traditions and national heritage . . . are all alien to 
us. (Jacob Klatzkin, German Zionist)? 


Morality aside, the enmity against the Jews is non- 
sense, because it is simply impractical. Everybody | 
know here [in Berlin], especially the military and 
nobility, are eminently dependent upon the Jews 
and are daily becoming more so. . . . There is no 
other way but to hold one’s tongue and be content 
with gradual Christianization. (Theodor Fontane)* 


Everything profound loves a mask. 
(Fnedrich Nietzsche) 


Enough has been said about Germany and Austria to make clear how 
they might be considered, already by the 1880s, failures as models of harmo- 
nious Jewish—Gentile relationships. On the other hand, we have seen how the 
term “failure” had many degrees and can be too much colored by retrospec- 
tive bitterness. Millions of German-speaking Jews and Gentiles continued to 
live beside one another in reasonable harmony, Jewish material success contin- 
ued at an impressive rate, and Jewish—-Gentile interplay counted many impres- 
sive aspects. Many of those in the German-speaking world who spoke out m 
criticism of the Jews were not willing to go beyond mere exhortation, urging 
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the Jews to improve themselves in manners and economic morality or encour- 
aging them to become more whole-hearted in their national feelings. Anulib- 
eral trends become stronger everywhere after 1890, and heightened tensions 
between Jews and non-Jews could be noted in nearly all countries. But those 
tensions often took on curiously unfathomable forms. 


The Appearance of Zionism 


Modern Jewish nationalism, or Zionism, began to spread in these years, 
especially in eastern Europe, but also to a lesser degree in central Europe. It 
may be viewed as a logical conclusion to a growing Jewish combativeness, from 
at least the 1880s, ranging from the groups in Russia that began to take up 
arms against pogromists to those in western Europe that decided finally to 
enter Jewish defense organizations, joining the propaganda war against those 
who defamed them. 

The Zionist phenomenon may be considered an aspect of the failure of the 
liberal ideals of the earlier part of the century or of the weakening of hopes 
for Jewish integration into Europe’s modern states, although many, probably 
most Zionists in fact, remained liberal in a number of fundamental ways — cer- 
tainly true of Herzl. It might also be considered a corroboration, by eloquent 
Jewish leaders, of the charges made by anti-Semites that there was something 
deep in Jewish consciousness that finally could not accept absorption into a 
modern nationalist identity. That Zionism seemed to corroborate anti-Semitic 
charges is one of the reasons that many assimilated Jews reacted so angrily at 
first to its appearance. 

Zionism, with its insistence that Jewish nationalism was more natural for 
Jews than becoming members of the French or German nations, undoubtedly 
suggested an emphatic break with prevailing modern Jewish consciousness in 
Europe and with existing notions of modern Jewish—Gentile interplay. Yet 
Zionism, like modern anti-Semitism, was not merely a reversion to premodern 
patterns; its anuliberalism was hedged and limited, its hostility to certain mod- 
erm trends different from that of the non-Jewish conservative and reactionary 
right. Similarly, its attitude to traditional Judaism was ambiguous, making it 
possible for a few observant rabbis to become Zionists, even if the great major- 
ity angrily denounced it as heretical. 

Within the new but stl very broad Zionist belief in Jewish nationalism and 
voluntary separation from the Gentile world, Zionist thought came to consti- 
tute a universe of its own, with a remarkable range of opinion and depth of 
analysis. It could be broadly cultural or single-mindedly political. It could 
emphasize the need for a spiritual separation or for a physical separation, ulti- 
mately a move to Palestine. Zionists came from the left and the right. The 
kinds of people who rallied to its banners ranged from selfless, cerebral ideal- 
ists to intensely practical, ambitious schemers; Herzl often railed against the 
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“sluggishness, selfishness, or sheer poltroonery” of those to whom he looked 
to help him forward the Zionist cause.1 

The fine gradations and range of opinion within Zionism were only a part 
of the dizzying, fiercely hostile divisions within the Jewish world as a whole by 
the end of the nineteenth century. The Bundists charged that “the Zionists 
kowtow and lick the hand of the slaughterer of the whole Jewish people, the 
tsarist autocracy [that has] .. . made paupers, beggars, sick, weak, and feeble 
wretches out of the Jews.”> The Jews in the Marxist parties similarly denounced 
the Zionists as reactionaries who refused to recognize class differences as more 
important than those of ethnicity and who were unwilling to break with the 
reactionary rabbis and other supporters of the old order. The Zionists in turn 
charged that Marx and his Jewish followers were traitors to their people, self- 
haters who were acquiescing in the disappearance of Jews in modern times. 
All of them assailed the self-satisfied, westernized Jewish bourgeoisie, Jewish 
millionaires like the Rothschilds and Bleichroders most of all. Within each of 
these movements were yet further factions that attacked each other with no 
less ferocity than they attacked competing Jewish movements. Such rhetorical 
overkill, such stunning charges of Jew against Jew — “lackey,” “ 
tionary” — were only part of a colorful list, characteristic of a people among 
whom verbal excess had a long history. It is particularly remarkable that this 
strident insult and reckless divisiveness assumed such deadly earnestness at the 
same time that a belief by non-Jews in international Jewish collaboration seems 
to have been spreading as never before. 

Zionism was more than a disappointed reaction by naturally liberal and 
assimilationist Jews to Gentile hatred and rejection, as it is sometimes pre- 
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sented. It also grew out of ideas that came from within the Jewish world, recall- 
ing the familiar issue of whether Jewishness in the most general sense may be 
considered essential or existential, whether Jews are Jews by choice or by cir- 
cumstance, whether modern Jewish consciousness is derived most decisively 
from Gentile contempt or from something deep and ineradicable in Jewish 
memory and identity. 

Jews were no doubt rejected by Gentiles in this period, but many of those 
Gentiles earnestly believed that (hey and their values had been rejected by Jews, 
that Jews were not living up to the concessions they implicitly accepted when 
they gained civil emancipation. And those Gentiles, as we have seen, were not 
entirely mistaken. In other words, they correctly perceived that many, perhaps 
most, Jews had refused to become “pure” German, French, or Russian, espe- 
cially as those Jews themselves began to realize what that purity finally seemed to 
mean. Indeed, by the turn of the century, many Jews began to understand more 
fully that most Gentiles expected them to “disappear,” dropping all distinctively 
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Jewish traits, allegiances, or habits of mind. The familiar distinction that religion 
was a private matter, one that was compatible with various nationalities, which 
satisfied many Jews in earlier years, began to appear unworkable or at least very 
awkward im practice. 

This dialogue of the deaf between Jew and non-Jew ultimately went back to 
the flawed assumptions, on both sides, of civil emancipation in the first place. 
The honeymoon was over; divorce was being contemplated. But its costs 
promised to be terribly high, and the decision was being avoided — perhaps 
something could still be worked out. In this, Gentile-Jewish relauons were not 
unlike a great many marriages in the everyday world: However saddening the 
realization that initial enthusiasms were based on faulty assumptions, would a 
divorce not make things even worse? And was it finally not better to put a good 
face on things, not to speak publicly of inner tensions and disappoinunents? 

Zionism, in the sense of a specifically modern Jewish nationalism that 
looked to a separation of Jews from non-Jews, had already found eloquent if 
not widely accepted expression as early as the 1860s. Taking inspiration pri- 
marily from the Italians, another ancient, humiliated people, who had dramat- 
ically begun to build a modern nation-state in the 1860s, Moses Hess, a close 
associate and admirer of Karl Marx in the 1840s, rejected the ideal of assimila- 
tion and called for the creation of a Jewish nation-state. He wrote that “The 
Jews have lived and labored among the nations for almost two thousand years, 
but nonetheless they cannot become rooted organically within them.” He saw 
especially httlhe hope for harmony and understanding between Jews and Ger- 
mans: “The Germans hate the religion of the Jews less than they hate their 
race — they hate the particular faith of the Jews less than they hate their partic- 
ular noses.”6 Years before, Disraeli had written in much the same vein in his 
clearly autobiographical novel Vivian Grey (1826): The Jewish protagonist was 
a “seditious stranger”; between him and his schoolmates there was “no simili- 
tude”: “Their blue eyes, their flaxen hair, and their white visages . . . [con- 
trasted] with my Venetian countenance. Wherever I moved I looked around 
me and beheld a race different from myself. There was no sympathy between 
my frame and the rigid clime whither I had been brought to live.”” 

Hess’s Rome and Jerusalem (1862), however, did not capture the imagination 
of his Jewish contemporaries. Similarly, Disraeli, although he may have exer- 
cised an important influence on both anti-Semitic and Zionist writers, did not 
follow the logic of the position in his novel —- since he entered British politics - 
nor did his brilhant success quite support his early sense of encountering “no 
sympathy” wherever he looked. In the 1860s and early 1870s, at any rate, the 
time was not ripe for a positive reception of such racist-nationalist messages 
by large numbers of Jews. 
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It was not until two decades later that Enlightened Jews in Russia, after the 
pogroms of the early 1880s, also began to ponder ways in which a Jewish 
homeland might be established. The most famous (again, retrospectively) of 
these, Leon Pinsker, published in 1882 what was later elevated to the status of 
seminal document of Zionism, Autoemancipation! Written in German, it 
beseeched western Jews to take the lead in a modern Zionist movement, to 
recognize the central Zionist assertion that “the other nations, by reason of 
natural antagonism, will forever reject us.”8 Yet this work, too, was largely 
ignored by western Jews. Pinsker did win a small if zealous following among 
intellectual Jews in eastern Europe, especially in the mid-to-late 1880s. 

Zionism cid not begin to attract attention among the broad masses of Jews 
until the 1890s, in large part due to the remarkable efforts of Theodor Herzl. 
Both through his writings and his tireless activism, he became widely identi- 
fied as the father-figure of modern Zionism, the George Washington of the 
modern state of Israel. By the turn of the century, hundreds of thousands of 
Jews, in their disarray and yearning for deliverance, turned to him as to a mes- 
siah. His confident assertion that the Jews were one people — not French, Ger- 
man, English, or Hungarian - a people who must have their own homeland, 
found an increasingly receptive audience. 

His writings and career as activist amply illustrate what a protean phenome- 
non Zionism became, and Herzl’s biographers have differed markedly in their 
evaluations of him.° For some his humanistic and heroic qualities override his 
defects. Hannah Arendt, in contrast, finally concluded that he was a “crack- 
pot,” generating an ugly, chauvinistic, and undemocratic movement.!® Many 
students of his life have been struck by the odd mixture of self-assurance, emo- 
tional instability, and childishness — and, even more, by the profoundly neu- 
rotic qualities of his parents, wife, and children. 

Working as a reporter and editor for the Neue Freie Presse in Vienna in the 
1880s, Herzl could be cited as a perfect example of the highly assimilated, 
remarkably talented, German-speaking Jew of Austria-Hungary, one whose 
language of choice was German and who had a profound admiration for 
things German, although he was born and spent his early years in Budapest. 
Interestingly, although he was highly literate and widely read, he knew noth- 
ing of the work of Hess, Pinsker, or other early theorists of Zionism; there is 
no known causal relationship of their writings to his — nor was there any such 
relationship between Hess and Pinsker. All three apparently came to similar 
conclusions independently and “from within,” so to speak, or at least from the 
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interplay of their Jewish awareness and the surrounding Gentile environment. 
One could not find a better example.of how misguided is much traditional 
intellectual history in its effort to document the movement of ideas, portray- 
ing the supposed influence of one great thinker upon another, as if ideas 
moved like billiard balls. 

One of the more unexpected aspects of this budding Jewish nationalist was 
his often graphically expressed contempt for his own people and his lasting 
admiration for the Gentile world, especially its aristocracy. His play The New 
Ghetto, written in France, where he had been sent as a reporter just before the 
beginning of the Dreyfus Affair, portrayed Jews as cringing, duplicitous, and 
wholly lacking in nobility. After visiting a synagogue in Paris, he wrote in his 
diary of the mix of familiarity and revulsion he felt in observing the “bold, mis- 
shapen noses, the furtive, cunning eyes” of the Jews at the services.'! His pri- 
vate letters were filled with comparable venom about Jews. He reported that 
his travels were often spoiled by the presence of his Stammesgenossen (“racial 
comrades”). At a soirée in Berlin, he noted there were “some thirty or forty 
ugly little Jews and Jewesses. Not a very edifying sight.”!* On the other hand, 
his admiration for the European nobility, and his toleration of its defects, 
seemed boundless. He confided in his diary, “If there is one thing I would like 
to be, it is a member of the old Prussian nobility.”!8 In this great admiration 
for the European aristocracy, and in his sense of himself as a natural aristocrat, 
Herzl was much like Disraeli.'4 

One scholar, echoing charges of Herzl’s critics within the Zionist movement 
in the 1890s, has provocatively stated that Herzl “sought Jewish power in order 
to make Jews into Gentiles” — “disappearing,” thus, even when insisting upon 
the impossibility of assimilating into Gentile society. That such was Herzl’s 
unarticulated goal is not surprising, for he was so distant from his Jewish roots 
that what it meant to be a Jew had little meaning for him beyond the bitter 
experience of rejection by Gentiles. We have seen that he accepted as valid 
many of the attacks on Jews by Duhring. One of the reasons that he had at first 
embraced the ideal of assimilation was that he believed a mixing of Jews and 
non-Jews would “improve the Jewish race.” 

Set on normalizing what he perceived as a deformed Jewish people, Herzl 
“came close to rejecting [the value of] Jewish particularism.”!5 He certainly 
seemed to perceive little merit to Jewishness in the forms that it had assumed 
by the late nineteenth century in Europe - or more precisely and revealingly, 
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the forms of which he was aware. He might be termed a typical self-hating Jew, 
one who not only harbored antu-Semitic convictions but who shared the wide- 
spread belief that anti-Semitism was salutary, “useful to the Jewish character.”!6 

But from such initial beliefs he gradually worked toward a position that 
denied the possibility of most Jews becoming Genules, and he lost hope that 
Genule hatred for Jews could be remedied, at least within any realistic span of 
time. Consequently, he called for a separation of Jews and Gentiles. Yet, he 
remained to the end profoundly western European in ideals and conscious- 
ness. He not only continued to idenufy with the European aristocracy but also 
remained, for someone of his general education, astonishingly uninformed 
about Jewish religious tradition — and even more ignorant of the life and cul- 
ture of Jews in eastern Europe, where his greatest following was eventually to 
be found. “He generated his highly creative approach to the Jewish question 
not out of immersion in the Jewish tradition but out of his vain efforts to leave 
it behind.”!” 

Even the ideal state Herzl proposed, in his book Judenstaat (1896), was in 
most respects a modern liberal state, certainly not a religious one, or one 
based primarily on the traditions of the Jewish people. It could not even be 
termed a problem-filled blend of the premodern religious and modern lib- 
eral-democratic, as the state of Israel eventually became. In his ideal state 
there was to be a harmonious coexistence and mutual respect between Jews 
and other peoples. Consistent with European liberal ideals, religion would be 
relegated to a distinctly subsidiary place, lest it cause difficulties to his ideal, “a 
state committed to free thought."!8 

Herzl’s subsequent utopian novel, Altneuland (Old—-New Land), which 
appeared in 1902, revealed the same tastes: The future state of the Jews was in 
effect a piece of Europe, an idealized, liberal Europe, transplanted to the Mid- 
dle East — a point that critics within the Zionist movement were quick to spot 
and denounce,!9 presaging the subsequent criticism of Arab nationalists after 
1914. Both Arab nationalists and Herzl’s Zionist critics lamented how oblivi- 
ous he was to the presence of a large indigenous Arab population in Palestine 
and how blithely he assumed — again typical of the western European bour- 
geoisie of the day — that all peoples would gratefully accept becoming an 
enclave of a superior European civilization. 

The hagiographic instinct in regard to Herzl, as with so many founding 
fathers of modern states and ideologies, from George Washington to Lenin, has 
been badly battered by scholars, in this age of historical revisionism. Aside from 
his distaste for what he understood to be Jewishness and his abiding concern for 
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what Gentiles thought of Jews, much else about Herzl’s tragically short life 
makes for uncomfortable reading if one is looking for a shining hero. His 
emotional dependence on his parents continued into adulthood. Like many 
overindulged children, he was unshakably self-centered and self-absorbed. He 
developed, as an adult, into a misogynist unable to reconcile sex and love; he 
married a spoiled, spendthrift, often hysterical daughter of the Jewish upper 
bourgeoisie and lived miserably ever after. She had scant understanding of 
and absolutely no sympathy for his life’s work. She cordially detested his 
beloved mother, who in turn could not abide the presence of her dear son’s 
wife. To further complicate the story, that wife was herself halakhically not Jew- 
ish, since her maternal grandmother was a Gentile.” In a life so full of para- 
doxes, one of the more strange ones is that the lineage of Herzl’s wife meant 
that his own children might not have been acceptable to the rabbis who so 
influenced the definition of who was accepted into the Jewish state formed in 
his name a half century later. But that was finally an irrelevant consideration, 
since all of his children’s lives ended in suicide and madness, before the cre- 
ation of the state of Israel. 

Although an accomplished journalist, Herzl’s efforts at artistic creation, in 
writing plays, were consistently second-rate, which he himself finally recog- 
nized. He was completely out of sympathy with many of the artistic currents of 
his day; his aesthetic and moral values remained those of the Viennese nou- 
veaux riches, which were in turn the values of his adored parents. Yet he bru- 
tally parodied those values in his plays. 

Sull, the more fruitful aspects of Herzl’s thought and action are undeni- 
able. And it is in the realm of action, in the astonishing willpower with which 
he pursued his goals, that his claim to greatness lies. He put forth in relentless, 
often riveting form the rationale for Jewish separation and the establishment 
of a Jewish homeland at a time when growing numbers of Jews were ready to 
hear such urgings. Herzl brought to the Zionist idea an energy, a confidence, 
a panache, and a visibility that had eluded its earlier partisans. He was by all 
accounts an imposing figure, a classic example of the charismatic leader. “He 
was a big, well-made man with a head like an Assyrian god’s and a stately 
demeanor.”?! When the Russia minister, Plehve, met with him in 1903, he 
commented that Herzl was the first Jew he had ever met who did not “crawl.” 
(He would soon meet another: his assassin.) Herzl proved himself able to 
articulate powerfully the feelings of thousands of Jews of his day, and he 
undoubtedly helped many Jews to have a new understanding of their condi- 
tion, to assert themselves in new ways.?? 

Even these more positive qualities in Herzl were not without what appear in 
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retrospect as darker, more ominous sides. His followers, as the years went by, 
mobbed him at the train stations, screaming slogans that resembled those that 
have been called protofascist.23 And there is little question that his own politi- 
cal ideas, from their aristocratic starting point, moved in antidemocratic direc- 
tions. (“The people are sentmental; the masses do not see clearly.”*4 “The folk 
is everywhere a great child.”*5) One eminent scholar has seen a “deep kinship” 
between Herzl and von Schonerer, Hitler’s idol,?6 but the comparison com- 
pletely fails in terms of the moral stature of the two men. Herzl was personally 
far less driven by hatred, nor were his organizational techniques based on 
hatred of non-Jews. He remained to the end profoundly attached to rationalist 
liberalism and to the ideal of mutual respect between peoples.2”7 A more 
appropriate term than “protofascist” for Herzl might simply be “messianic.” 
Jewish crowds did see in him a modern messiah, and he did httle to discour- 
age such perceptions. An observer at the first congress of the Zionist move- 
ment, in Basel August 1897, wrote, 


Many eyes filled with tears. . . . Herzt mounted the rostrum calmly. . . . Not the 
Herzl I knew, the one I had seen only the previous evening. Before us was the splen- 
did figure of a son of kings with a deep and concentrated gaze, handsome and sad 
at one and the same time. It was not the elegant Herzl of Vienna, but a man of the 
house of David risen all of a sudden from his grave in all his legendary glory.” 


Even to the minimal extent that Herzl connected with Jewish tradition 
there was still much irony. He did not conceive his role as leader of the Jewish 
nation in the heroic mode of nationalist leaders like Garibaldi, who organized 
and armed the masses for action. Rather, he played a role resembling the tra- 
ditional shtadlan, the Jewish go-between, who worked with the Gentile power- 
ful, trying to use the levers of Jewish finance and other behind-the-scenes con- 
tacts to gain what he wanted. But there was an important difference: In 
Herzl’s case, it was as a proud, ostensibly self-confident go-between, not one 
willing to abase himself before the Gentile powerful.*9 Herzl did begin to 
establish contacts with Zionist groups in eastern Europe by the late 18g0s, 
and they became increasingly important to his movement, but he had been 
wholly ignorant of their activities before that. He tended to value them less 
than his contacts with kings, sultans, princes, and dukes; they in return were 
often bitterly critical of him. 

One of the most widespread of the myths surrounding Herzl was that he 
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experienced a sudden conversion experience to Zionism while as a reporter 
covering the Dreyfus Affair.*9 It was a dramatic fiction that he helped to foster, 
and like many myths contained elements of truth. The myth has it that he was 
surprised and profoundly shocked by the arrest of an innocent Jew and, even 
more, by the popular hatred directed at Dreyfus. Under what he himself later 
described as “the shattering impact of the Dreyfus trial,”*! Herzl supposedly 
concluded — suddenly and ruefully —- that if anti-Semitism could be so strong 
and utterly irrational in an enlightened country like France, then there was lit- 
tle hope for Jewish-Gentile harmony anywhere in Europe. 

The reality was less clear-cut. Before arriving in France Herzl had already 
began to abandon hope for the future of Jewish assimilation. A questioning of 
liberal tenets was at any rate natural enough for a sensitive and proud Jew who 
had lived in Austria-Hungary through the 1880s. Having joined the Albia fra- 
ternity, he was shocked to find that his self-absorbed “Jewish personality” was 
not highly regarded by many of his fraternity brothers. An official record of 
the fraternity noted that Herzl “openly mocked or covertly sneered at every- 
thing his fraternity brothers hold sacred”; he, like a spoiled child, constantly 
“demanded special treatment.” He was unpopular not only with “pure- 
blooded Germans”*? but also with the other Jews in the fraternity. 

He was humiliated when, contrary to his expectations, his resignation from 
the fraternity over a disputed matter was quickly accepted. A number of simi- 
lar events added to his torment from the mid-188o0s through the early 1890s. 
In May of 1895, only a few months after Dreyfus’s conviction, Karl Lueger and 
his anti-Semitic Christian Social Party won the elections in Vienna by a land- 
slide. The Dreyfus Affair may well have pushed Herzl over the edge, so to 
speak, but it was an edge over which he had been poised for some time. 

Like nearly everyone else at the time of Dreyfus’s arrest, Herzl concluded 
that the Jewish captain was in fact guilty of treason, though he, also like many 
others, was puzzled and disturbed by the case. His unease as a Jew may have 
been all the stronger, since he was among the group of journalists that was 
invited to witness Dreyfus’s ritual degradation by the military in 1894. Later, in 
1899, when a major part of the French left had come around to a belief in 
Dreyfus’s innocence, Herzl tried to build upon his claims to prophecy by 
asserting that he had known all along that Dreyfus was innocent and that anti- 
Semitism had been responsible for his arrest.*3 His belief in the utility of this 
dramatic tale for the Zionist movement apparently overwhelmed his memory 
of what had actually happened. 

Even as the Affair began to heat up, anti-Semitism in France was hardly the 
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sudden, searing revelation to Herzl that he later wished it to appear. Before 
the outbreak of the Affair, he was a regular at salons in Paris where anti-Semi- 
tism was rampant, and he professed to find much of value in the writings of 
Drumont. He wrote in his diary: “I owe Drumont much for my present free- 
dom of conception, because he is an artist.”*4 The admiration was mutual: 
When Herzl’s Judenstaat appeared in 1896, it received what Herz] himself 
described as a “highly flattering” review in Drumont’s paper.*® Anu-Semites 
elsewhere also had warm praise for Zionism; the anti-Semitic deputy Ivan von 
Simonyi lauded Herzl to the skies and visited him often. Herzl reported that 
von Simonyi “had an uncanny sympathy for the Jews,” even while believing 
that they killed Gentiles for their blood.*6 

Herzl wrote a friend that his book had earned him the “greatest of hatreds 
[from fellow Jews while] . .. the anti-Semites treat me fairly.”9? That “fair treat- 
ment” constituted one of the earliest examples of what would later become 
fairly common, that is, open agreement, even an occasional, opportunistic 
kind of cooperation, between Zionists and some anti-Semites, since they both 
agreed that Jews should get out of Europe. 

Although now generally recognized as the founder of modern Zionism, 
Herzl had many bitter enemies within the movement. He certainly did not 
speak for all who were moving toward modern Jewish nationalism, nor did all of 
those share his peculiar opinions and remedies, beyond the fundamental beliefs 
that Jews were irremediably foreigners in Gentile lands and that new, modern 
remedies for the Jewish dilemma had to be found. There were any number of 
more profound and knowledgeable theorists of Zionism than Herzl. If he was 
the George Washington of the movement, there were also Ben Franklins, 
Thomas Jeffersons, James Madisons — even Benedict Arnolds. Some of them, 
most notably Ahad Ha-am, were little concerned with what Gentiles thought of 
Jews (Herzl’s main concern, Ahad Ha-am charged) and were more interested in 
the survival of Jewish values than in Jews, as Jews, or in the establishment of a 
Jewish national home within the foreseeable future.3* There were Orthodox 
Jews, though a distinct minority of them, who became Zionists (the Mizrahim), 
and there were socialist Zionists (Po‘alei Zion), opponents of Herzl, who himself 
had a low regard for socialism. Other Zionists assumed more explicitly racist and 
antiliberal attitudes than he did. Zionist youth organizations often used proto- 
fascist language (the Jewish “community of blood,” for example) .* 
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Some of the writings of these other Zionists appear in retrospect no less 
paradoxical or awkward. Max Nordau,.a friend of Herzl’s in Paris and a co- 
worker in founding the Zionist movement, like him a Hungarian-born, Ger- 
man-speaking journalist, was as alienated from his Jewish background as 
Herzl. Unlike Herzl, however, he knew a great deal about that background. In 
1892 Nordau published a widely acclaimed book, Degeneracy, which was a 
sweeping indictment of modern civilization. Nordau attacked nearly all promi- 
nent European artists as “sick,” from Swinburne to Wagner and Zola. His pro- 
posals for dealing with such degenerates were hardly liberal in tone and make 
for uncomfortable reading in an age that has seen the uses to which similar 
language has been put.* 

Nordau was but one figure in a diverse and contentious Zionist movement. 
That movement, at any rate, marked a new Jewish scene, an emerging new 
image of Jews, one that raised the self-esteem of many Jews, even among those 
who were not themselves Zionists. The impact of Zionism on non-Jews was also 
mixed: While anti-Semites pointed to it as evidence that they had been night 
all along, other non-Jews saw Zionism as a potentially acceptable solution to 
the Jewish problem. Some liberal Gentiles were puzzled or even offended by 
Zionist ideas, while others were willing to cooperate with Zionist leaders. 

In an article on anti-Semitism for the 1911 edition of the Encyclopedia Bn- 
tannica, Lucien Wolf, a leading Jewish activist, offered some fascinating reflec- 
tions on its impact. The article was written well before the great debacle of the 
anti-Semitic parties in the elections of 1912 in Germany. He termed the anti- 
Semitic movement throughout Europe “exhausted”; after all the sound and 
fury, it had 


left no permanent mark of a constructive kind on the social and political evolution 
of Europe. . . . So far from injuring the Jews, it has really given Jewish racial sepa- 
ratism a new lease on life. Its extravagant accusations . . . have resulted in the vindi- 
cation of the Jewish character. Its agitation . . . has helped to transfer Jewish solidar- 
ity from a religious to a racial basis. The bond of a common race, vitalized by a new 
pride in Hebrew history and spurred on to resistance by the insults of the anu-Sem- 
ites, has given a new spirit and a new source of strength to Judaism at a moment 
when . . . the revolts against dogma were sapping its essentially religious founda- 
tions. In the whole history of Judaism, perhaps, there have been no more numerous 
or remarkable instances of reversions to the faith than in the period in question.*! 


Anti-Semitism and German Traditions 


Herzl attracted very few German-speaking Jews; most of those living in 
Germany who did rally to the Zionist cause were either originally from eastern 
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Europe or had immediate connections with it through parents and relatives. 
Whatever the disappointments of German Jews with developments in Ger- 
many and Austria, most could not yet conceive of acceptable alternatives to 
their situations. Moreover, the vibrant, highly creative world of German-speak- 
ing Jews was in some ways in its heyday in the generation before World War I. 
Retrospective reflections about the failed dialogue between Germans and Jews 
tend to project onto the past an awareness that is both unfair and ahistorical 
to expect of people actually living in that period. 

Sull, there were revealing differences from Germany to Austria, from older 
liberals to newer radicals, from the social democrats to the bourgeois parties. 
Aside from Germans who opposed the anti-Semites, such as Mehring, Engels, 
Bebel, and Mommsen, even men like von Treitschke recognized a Jewish con- 
tribution or acceptable mix of Jewish and German culture while expressing a 
rising anxiety that many Jews themselves were not genuinely interested in mix- 
ing but were rather bent on destruction and domination. Evidence of harmo- 
nious interplay among ordinary German Jews and Gentiles is more elusive; 
clearly new tensions were arising, but still it goes too far to speak of a clear 
sense of failure at this point. 

Gentile fears about the meaning of “rising” Jews were undoubtedly exagger- 
ated if not utterly without foundation, whereas those fears at the same time 
had something to do with the move of many Gentile Germans to a more trib- 
alistic identity. Other factors, particularly the rise of social democracy and the 
cluster of concerns around Germany’s changing role in the world, almost cer- 
tainly played a larger role in that evolving bourgeois—Gentile identity than did 
fear of Jewish incursions, but it is impossible to separate those various factors 
because of the way that they meshed one with the other. Gentiles could hardly 
miss noting how many liberal German-speaking Jews had begun to assert that 
a Jewish background engendered enlightenment, while a Germanic heritage 
was a burden, pulling in the direction of irrationality and barbarism. As histo- 
rian Steven Beller has commented, “Jews . . . began to see themselves as the 
real bearers of the Enlightenment” in Austria and Germany.‘? The matter was 
stated quite openly in a speech by Solomon Ehrmann to the B’nai B’rith in 
Vienna in 1902. His vision of the future was not simply one in which Jews were 
to be an honored part; it was to be in fundamental ways a Jewish future, one in 
which “not only the B’nai B'rith but all of Judaism will have fulfilled its 
task. . . . All of mankind will have been jewified [verjudet, the same term used 
by the anti-Semites] and joined in union with the B'nai B'rith.” In short, Ver 
judung meant Aufklaerung, jewification equaled enlightenment.*’ [t was in 
truth a broad and humane vision, but it cannot come as a surprise that many 
non-Jews were wary of it. 


42 Steven Beller, Vienna and the Jews, 1867-1938 (Cambridge, U.K., 1989), 142. 


43 Beller, Vienna, 143. 


332 ESAU’S TEARS 


Even if some Jewish leaders were inclined to make invidious distinctions 
between Jewish and German traditions, most Jews in the German Reich by the 
turn of the century did not agree with the assertion by French Jews that ant- 
Semitism in France was a “Germanic import.” They were concerned about 
anti-Semitism in their country, but they were not convinced that it was typically 
German —~ and certainly not that it was stronger in German-speaking areas 
than in the rest of Europe, especially after the Dreyfus Affair. Racism and anti- 
Semitism were, in the eyes of many German-speaking Jews, more accurately 
seen as products of reactionaries and of the mob. Hatred of Jews, they 
believed, was most typically to be found in eastern Europe, or in the less devel- 
oped parts of the German-speaking world. The Prussian—German state, even if 
in the hands of Junker reactionaries, remained in the opinion of most Jews 
who lived in it a scarcely questioned font of justice and a bulwark of probity. 
They had supported the Reich at its creation, they had prospered materially in 
it, and they remained reticent to criticize it in a fundamental way. As Jehuda 
Reinharz has stated in relation to the leadership of the Centralverein (a Ger- 
man-Jewish self-defense organization, described later on), their “faith in the 
justice of the German state never wavered.”*4 

German-speaking Jews in Austria were much less likely to have confidence 
in the probity of their imperial bureaucracy, yet they recognized its decided 
superiority to the bureaucracy in Russia, and they did not feel that its incom- 
petence or corruption turned in systematically anti-Semitic ways. They contin- 
ued to venerate Franz Joseph in a way that in fact much exceeded the feelings 
of German Jews for Wilhelm II, to say nothing of the attitudes of Russian Jews 
to Nicholas II. 

There was a deeper and more elusive issue involved, one that has already 
been discussed in reference to German Jews’ attachment to Bildung. As Beller 
has emphasized, this attachment was to an idealized set of North German cul- 
tural values, ones that most German-speaking Jews, whether in Berlin or 
Vienna, did not examine deeply. They did not, similarly, quite comprehend 
that even for revered figures like Lessing and Schiller, it was the “pure human- 
ity” of Jews, linked to their oppression, that was attractive, not their Jewishness 
as such, a concept that Lessing and Schiller would not likely have understood, 
for they, too, looked to the eventual disappearance of Jewish particularity in 
an ideal future of common humanity. 

In more practical, everyday terms, the stubborn Prussophile attitudes of 
Jews in Germany may appear unfathomable, in that most Jewish leaders were 
perfectly aware of the de facto, if strictly speaking unconstitutional, obstacles 
that Reich officials continued to put in the way of unconverted Jews’ attaining 
high office in the state. Yet, those same Jews were not yet ready to abandon 
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hope that the state would be further reformed and unconstitutional practices 
eventually ended. The so-called Paritdtsfrage, the equity question, was also a 
central concern for other minorities in Germany in the twenty to thirty years 
before the war, most notably for the Catholics, who similarly agitated for more 
equitable access to high positions in the state. That struggle, if often discour- 
aging, did not present itself as utterly hopeless to them either. A faith in 
progress was still deeply embedded in the consciousness of Europeans, above 
all middle-class Europeans. 

At any rate, to concentrate on political issues misses the point that the 
fidelity of German-speaking Jews was not only or even predominantly to the 
existing German-dominated political structures. Their love affair with German 
language and culture, and with the associated notion of Bildung, made it 
painful to contemplate a break with things German. The “war” between Jews 
in Russia and the tsarist authorities became so serious in part because Russian 
language and culture did not exercise quite so powerful an appeal to most of 
Russia’s Jews. 

In what must be termed a highly Germanic respect for Prussian legal and 
constitutional traditions, many German Jews believed themselves actually in a 
better situation than French Jews. The Jacobin traditions that French Jews 
faced, the centralizing, unitary French state, were perceived, in the words of 
one German Jewish observer, as “French leveling without freedom.”46 The 
pressure to disappear, in short, appeared stronger in France than in Germany, 
as did the danger to property and social position — and this was most likely the 
most important consideration — given the political instability in France. Simi- 
larly, the plebeian democracy of the United States, with its corrupt political 
machines and pervasive materialism, might have held out some attractions to 
desperately poor eastern European Jews but not much to the prosperous and 
cultivated Jewish citizens of the German Reich. 

Most Jews in the German Reich were not persuaded that they faced an inex- 
orably rising ude of anti-Semitism, especially not one supported by the Ger- 
man state or linked to German character and forces peculiar to German his- 
tory. What they dzd see was something considerably more ambiguous and 
shifting, ominous in some respects, hopeful in others. The reflexive pessimism 
of the post-Holocaust Jewish world, or even the less bitter pessimism of Herzl 
and the contemporary Zionists, was far from the mind-set of most German lib- 
erals before 1914. There had been a wave of anti-Semitic agitation in Germany 
from the mid-1870s to the early 1880s, which then receded in the mid-1880s. 
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Another wave gathered force in the late 1880s through the first years of the 
1890s, with a high point in the elections of 1893, but it, too, receded, leaving 
the anti-Semitic parties more discredited and weaker than ever. 

The next twenty years were similarly indecisive: In the elections of 1907 a 
wave of nationalist, antisocialist, and anti-Catholic sentiment resulted in the 
election of a new crop of anti-Semites. Yet they remained a confused and polit- 
ically impotent company, accomplishing nothing concrete in the political 
realm with these electoral victories. And for the most part they were treated as 
pariahs by both the left and right. In the elections of 1912, the left won a great 
victory, and the anti-Semites were routed, to an extent that many observers 
deemed definitive. As in the French case, a persuasive case could have been 
made at this time in Germany for a receding rather than a rising tide of ant- 
Semitism or, perhaps more accurately, a despairing aggressivity on the right 
but a more impressive growth of opposing forces on the left, ones that were 
committed to protecting the rights of Jews as citizens. 

For German-speaking Jews of Austria the situation was, to be sure, one that 
seemed to support pessimism more than was the case in the German Reich. 
Yet, as we will see, even there Zionism did not attract anything like a majority 
of German-speaking Jews before 1914, and even there pessimistic conclusions 
were avoided by most Jews, especially long-time residents. 


The “Dormant Period” 
of Anti-Semitism in Germany 


The Wilhelmine period (1890-1914) has gone down in most histories as 
a relatively dormant period insofar as political antiSemitism is concerned. In 
accounting for the political weakness of German anti-Semitism at this time, in 
a land where it would later take on such horrifying dimensions, a number of 
historians have argued that anti-Semitic sentiments or beliefs, as distinguished 
from open political agitation against Jews, in fact grew stronger but found a 
“special” Germanic expression — in the realm of the spirit, away from the 
messy realities of open, vigorous political agitation, so characteristic of the 
French, British, or American scene. 

A volkisch tribalism was replacing the older liberal humanitarianism among 
large segments of Germany’s cultured middle class. That much was widely dis- 
cussed and widely recognized, troubling many contemporaries in Germany, 
Jewish and non-Jewish. It could be argued that in France, in the United States, 
even in Russia, the demons of anti-Semitism were fought off in the open politi- 
cal arena; the result was a clearing of the air, an instructive testing of fidelities. 
Decent citizens were awakened, and they resolved to fight any future out- 
breaks of anti-Semitism. In Germany, the reasoning continues, the air was 
never cleared to the same degree, the issues never fought out so openly, and 
the resolve of the opponents of anti-Semitism to fight it never tested in the 
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same way. The educated German continued to cultivate his “spiritual” anti- 
Semitism as an integral part of his awakening volkisch iclentity. 

There was undoubtedly a decline of both liberal and anti-Semitic parties 
from the late Bismarckian period, a decline that continued into the Wil- 
helmine years. The descending fortunes of each of these partics may have 
worked upon the other. Since liberal parties were perceived by many right- 
wing Germans as parties that served Jewish interests, their weakening tended 
to alleviate the concern over “jewification.” Similarly, since the powerful Con- 
servative Party, in its Tivoli Program of 1892, identified itself with anti-Semi- 
tism,‘” hostility to Jews was further legitimized. The need for special parties 
devoted to fighting Jewish inroads was seen as less pressing. In short, the 
decline of the anti-Semitic parties by no means necessarily indicated a decline 
in anti-Semitic sentiment. 

However, the anti-Semitism of the Tivoli Program was not radical. (In it the 
party denounced “the multifarious and obtrusive Jewish influence that decom- 
poses our people’s life”; a clause was voted down that said “we repudiate the 
excesses of anti-Semitism.”48) That the latter clause was even proposed sug- 
gested that many leaders of the Conservative Party were not anti-Semitic in the 
radical-racial sense. A number of the party’s leading figures had Jewish wives; 
a much larger number of them continued to be concerned about the rowdy, 
low-brow elements in the anti-Semitic parties of the day, which were judged to 
be dangerous to public order and property.*? The vote nonetheless suggested 
that most of the leaders of the party were willing to exploit anti-Semitism as a 
political device. It was a cynical, manipulative, and “insincere” use of Jew- 
hatred in many instances, but in other instances German conservatives gen- 
uinely worried about the role of secular Jews, most notably in the left-hberal 
and social-democratic parties, in undermining conservative values. 

Further reinforcing a sense that anti-Semitic parties were unnecessary, a 
number of powerful anti-Semitic extraparliamentary organizations appeared 
from the 1890s to the eve of World War I, the most important of which were 
the Pan-German League, the Navy League, and the Army League. They were 
certainly more effective in influencing the German government and its leaders 
than any of the anti-Semitic parties had been.*® In George Mosse’s view, such 
institutionalization of anti-Semitic forces was “more important than political 
failure [of the specifically anti-Semitic parties], and this partly explains why the 
so-called ‘dormant’ period after 1g00 was only the lull before the storm.”! 
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Sull, the fact remains that the Conservative Party, the anti-Semitic pressure 
groups, and the anti-Semitic parties themselves were either unwilling or 
unable to pass a single piece of significant legislation against the Jews in Ger- 
many. Indeed, such legislation did not have a remote chance of being passed 
in these years. One may draw many conclusions about that failure, but one 
seems reasonably justified: Anti-Semitism in Germany remained inchoate, 
without a program of action based on an anti-Semitic consensus. The propaga- 
tion of a vast amount of ultranationalistic, often anti-Semitic literature at the 
time does not lead inexorably to the conclusion that the German population 
at large accepted the material put forth in that literature. 

If hostility to Jews was growing in some subterranean sense, or somehow 
gaining acceptance and texture in the psyches of educated Germans, it 
remained ostensibly a hostility of limits, one that recognized certain norms of 
civilized conduct, including respect for the rights of Jews both as human 
beings and as citizens. The various leagues did enjoy many successes, especially 
in pushing bills through the Reichstag that supported Germany’s military 
growth, but the ideology of radical-tribalistic nationalism that some of its lead- 
ers embraced so fanatically was not accepted by a large part of the German 
population. And even among those highly nationalistic leaders, anti-Semitism 
was in most instances an ancillary concern, or one that was part of a larger 
tribalistic worldview, rather than a central or driving force as such.>” 

Indeed, it is uncertain that the consensus in Germany about humane and 
civilized conduct in regard to the Jews ever altered fundamentally, even after 
the traumas of 1914 to 1924 and in the depths of the Great Depression. What 
did change was the nature of the political system under which Germans lived. 
It was the acceptance of Nazi rule by the German people that had ominous 
meaning for Jews, but that acceptance can be distinguished from a fundamen- 
tal change of opinion about Jews among the great mass of the population; 
what they were willing to let the Nazis do to the Jews is not the same thing as 
what they themselves would have done, left to their own devices. 

Lobbying efforts by German Jews, along with the establishment of self- 
defense organizations that paralleled the nationalistic leagues, became ever 
more forthright in the generation before World War I, both inside Germany 
and outside, as for example in the efforts of figures like Paul Nathan to come 
to the aid of oppressed Jews in Russia. So, too, did the lobbying of all interest 
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groups.>* Particularly after the electoral victory of the left in 1912, many lib- 
eral Jewish activists basked in a sense of accomplishment, of battles won, and 
of future battles to be undertaken with confidence. 

Similarly, the political struggles of Jews in Germany against anti-Semitism 
lacked the scale and drama of those going on in the same years in France and 
Russia. More to the point, Jews and Gentiles in Germany did not come 
together so decisively in a struggle for tolerant, civilized values, nor were they 
challenged to do so in any comparably concrete way. 

While Jewish exercise of civil rights and access to hitherto prohibited arenas 
of employment did not much improve in this period, neither did conditions 
in those areas consistently worsen. The material welfare of the Jews in Ger- 
many, at the same time, continued its remarkable, seemingly inexorable rise. 
Insofar as real, concrete actions were taken against Jews in Germany, they 
remained mostly in private, nonpolitical or semipolitical arenas, such as social 
clubs, fraternities, and educational establishments. These measures appear to 
have hit younger Jews hardest, if not in their pocketbooks, then in their sense 
of dignity and worth. But pocketbooks were also sometimes hit because suc- 
cess In many positions depended on informal social connections. In compart 
son, the political agitation of the 1870s and 1880s does not seem to have 
offended that generation of young Jews in quite the same way. There is evi- 
dence that the turn to Zionism in the 1890s on the part of a growing if sull 
very small numbers of young German-speaking Jews was linked to experiences 
of rejection in fraternities and social clubs. Herzl’s experience in that regard is 
one of the better known, but similar experiences were increasingly common 
in German-speaking central Europe. 


Anti-Semitic Agitation in Austria: Karl Lueger 


As we have seen, anti-Semitism in Austria had a significantly broader, 
more “progressive” appeal in the 1870s and 1880s than it did in the German 
Reich, but it was also cruder, more inclined to lawlessness and disrespect for 
the state. In the generation before World War I anti-Semitism in Austria, espe- 
cially Vienna, was far from politically dormant. The social isolation of Jews was 
stronger in the German-speaking areas of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy 
than in Germany, even if resistance to the entry by Jews into such elite areas as 
the military was less pervasive. Even among the secular Jewish bourgeoisie, 
contact with traditional Jews was more common, and the numbers of Jews of 
that category in Austria, especially in Vienna, were larger. The proportion of 
Jews to non-Jews in the educated classes was yet larger, so that even if Jews were 
interested in mixing with non-Jews, the opportunities were simply in the 
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nature of things less abundant. In other areas of the Empire, particularly in 
Galicia, there was a very large populatjon of traditional Jews who had no inter- 
est whatsoever in social or cultural mixing with Gentiles. Indeed, their reli- 
gious leaders sternly warned against it. 

It will be recalled that von Schonerer’s movement suffered a sharp and 
humiliating decline after its initial successes of the 1880s. He was arrested, 
thrown into jail, and stripped of his title of nobility. Within a short time, how- 
ever, political anti-Semitism found a more adept practitioner in the person of 
Kar] Lueger, far and away the most successful anti-Semitic politician of prewar 
Europe. 

Hitler’s admiring references to Lueger have helped to place him in that 
cast of villains who are mentioned in any study of the roots of Nazism. As with 
Treitschke, the point here is by no means to rehabilitate the man but rather to 
present a more balanced picture.54 Undoubtedly, some of Lueger’s German- 
language biographers have sought to minimize the more unsavory aspects of 
his career. But apologetics of that sort do not justify equally unbalanced 
accounts from the opposite direction. 

Like von Schonerer, Karl Lueger began his political career as a liberal but 
then turned against key liberal tenets. Both of these aspiring politicians found 
support among anxious, threatened elements of the population, especially stu- 
dents and artisans.®> But where Lueger finally excelled was precisely where von 
Schonerer failed, that is, in political flexibility and in assuming an authentic 
Austrian tone. 

Austrian—German political style has been described as “theatrical,” close in 
tone to an Italian style, whereas the Prussian—German political style was more 
sober and disdainful of theatrics. The Austrian army was known to have better 
bandmasters than generals; its military parades were breathtaking in their 
pageantry, but Austria’s armies lost every war from 1740 to 1918. And for all 
their often rancorous disagreements, Austrians of every social class and back- 
ground found at least one area of common interest and enthusiasm - the arts, 
above all music and the theater. 

More broadly, Catholic Habsburg rule has been distinguished from that of 
the Protestant Hohenzollerns by its baroque trappings. The Counterreforma- 
tion had emphasized triumphalism; the great baroque edifices conveyed a 
sense of glory and power to the ordinary believer — and a need to submit to a 
powerful authority, expressed in terms of aesthetic grandeur. “The beauty of 
the forms chosen to convey the revealed truths of religion came to over- 
shadow those truths.” By the mid-nineteenth century, Austrian political cul- 
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ture was one of “aesthetic celebration of authority which had a large element 
of aesthetic enjoyment for its own sake.”56 

Unlike von Schonerer, who so admired Prussia, Lueger was comfortable 
with Habsburg traditions. He was a son of the Viennese common people; their 
virtues and vices were his. He spoke their language, both figuratively and liter- 
ally — he often used the slangy speech of the common people — as the liberals 
before him were either unwilling or unable to do. Yet there was also some- 
thing uncommon about him: Through scholarships and arduous struggle, 
Lueger had advanced through the elite schools in Vienna, at that time almost 
the exclusive preserve of the upper and upper-middle classes. He was anything 
but a frustrated petty bourgeois. 

Der schéne Karl (handsome Charles) became a great political actor in a city 
where theater in the broadest sense was much esteemed. He was also a con- 
summate modern politician, in ways that were being perfected by the political 
bosses of New York and Chicago at this ime. Like them he accepted the peo- 
ple as they were, demonstrating a willingness to come to their aid in immedi- 
ate, palpable ways — mingled with deception, corruption, and ruthless ambi- 
tion. Lueger put together coalitions in a skillful if opportunistic way. He could 
hardly overlook the political potential of Jew-hatred. As Beller has put it, “Ant- 
semitism was the common denominator with which all members of the rag-tag 
Christian Social coalition, renegade Liberals, Democrats, German Nationals, 
Clericals, artisans’ leaders, could agree.”57 

Insofar as Lueger was moved by ideology, it was democratic-radical; he con- 
centrated his attacks on privilege and sought to help the beleaguered com- 
mon people. For him the exploiters and deceivers of the people were the capi- 
talists and the liberals - which in Vienna meant overwhelmingly the Jews. 
Separating liberal corruption from Jewish corruption was in theory possible 
but in practice difficult. Lueger and his political allies did not much ty. 

Liberal practices were perhaps nowhere more compromised, more univer- 
sally denounced as corrupt, hypocritical, and fraudulent than in Austria’s capi- 
tal city. Jews themselves, men as different as Karl Kraus, Friedrich Austerlitz, 
and Theodor Herzl, took a leading role in withering denunciations of promi- 
nent liberal Jews — as capitalists, journalists, lawyers, and religious leaders. It is 
revealing that the Austrian Social Democratic Party, part of a Marxist move- 
ment that officially opposed anti-Semitism and was led largely by Jews, never- 
theless mixed into its anticapitalism elements that were difficult to distinguish 
from anti-Semitism. It is, in short, almost inconceivable that any antiliberal 
mass movement in Austria, even if it had found saintly leadership, would have 
avoided the temptations of anti-Semitic agitation. 

Kar] Lueger was no saint — far from it. But neither was he a monster. If the 
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historical record demands: that hagiography in Herzl’s regard be resisted, so 
the temptations to demonology in Lueger’s case must also be put on hold. 
Both Herzl and Lueger were flawed human beings, yet neither had lost con- 
tact with a fundamental humanity and a sense of limits. In that regard, they 
had more in common with one another than they did with the radical racists 
and nationalists, non-Jewish and Jewish, of the day or after 1914. 

The “capitalist corruptions” of the Jews were by no means the only issue. 
The Jews who came to Vienna in the course of the nineteenth century found 
no figure like Bismarck with whom to ally, as liberal Jews had done at least 
temporarily in Germany, but Viennese Jews, to return to Beller’s points, 
nonetheless upheld a “Protestant” Weltanschauung. Thus, the much-discussed 
Bildung of German-speaking Jews was to a degree not consonant with the cul- 
tural traditions of either the ruling elite or the common people of Austria. 
Quite aside from the crude charge that Jews were alien “Semites,” many mem- 
bers of the Jewish cultural elite of Vienna were “foreign” in regard to the mod- 
ern cultural values they upheld, doubly alienated from Austrian and Viennese 
non-Jewish society. In spite of the ostensible desire of Jewish elites to be 
accepted by the Austrian upper classes, an important contingent of those 
elites harbored a contempt for the values of both the upper class and masses — 
for their laziness, hedonism, and superficiality. 

The paradox is further remarkable in that a key theme of modern anti- 
Semitic theory was that Jews lacked spirituality. Judaism was allegedly a reli- 
gion of empty ritual rather than heart-felt belief, outer action rather than 
inner conviction. Anti-Semites charged that Jews worshipped only money and 
were much prone to vulgar display and social climbing. Beller has intriguingly 
argued, in contrast, that from the first Jewish salons established in Vienna in 
the early nineteenth century — revealingly, by Jewish women from Berlin - 
German-Jewish elite culture resisted Catholic-Habsburg-baroque values and 
was instead deeply concerned with ethical issues, ones that derived ultimately 
from traditional Jewish religion, filtered through the Haskala and the German 
Romantics. 

Mention has been made of Treitschke’s aversion to the “jewified” German 
culture of Austria, of Graetz’s desire to “destroy” Christianity, of Hess’s opinion 
that Christianity was “religion of death,” and of Ehrmann’s conclusion that 
“jewification equals enlightenment.” Many other Enlightened Jews saw them- 
selves as upholders of justice, as a “light unto the nations” in a modern way. 
The theme was endlessly manipulated, and it found expression in nearly every 
country, but the relevant point is that “jewification” was actually more than an 
absurd fantasy of the anti-Semites. Leading German Jews in Vienna did look to 
a jewification of the non-Jewish world. 

The word now sounds ugly because of the vicious use made of it by anti- 
Semites, but it was in truth a high ideal, benevolent rather than malevolent. 
On the other hand, it does not take much imagination to understand how 
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alien and hypocritical such an ideal may have seemed to the average citizen in 
Vienna at the turn of the century, especially when, in its immediately percept- 
ble form, jewification seemed to mean financial scandals, unfair competition, 
the revolver press, social exclusiveness, and capitalist exploitation. Much more 
appealing was the program of radical-democratic reform offered by Karl 
Lueger. In his very person Lueger was more attractive, more warmly accepting, 
than were those who composed sophisticated, Enlightened, and haughty edi- 
torials for the Neue Freie Presse, ones that mordantly mocked and derided the 
common man in Vienna and in Austria more generally. 

Lueger has often been presented as a man utterly without principles. 
Whether or not that is fair, his lack of “sincerity,” of a sternly consistent attach- 
ment to abstract ideals, extended also to his anti-Semitism. He was perfectly 
willing to make opportune compromises with any established power, Jews 
included. Even beyond his considerable political flexibility and willingness to 
compromise, Lueger retained an underlying respect for the old order and the 
Austrian establishment — the emperor, the church, the old aristocracy — how- 
ever much he also introduced modern, mass democratic politics in a new key. 
His demagogic attacks on Jews, although popular among the lower orders, 
were a definite liability in terms of his efforts to impress the members of Aus- 
trian establishment, the emperor most of all, who was deeply offended by 
political anti-Semitism. Moreover, the Rothschilds, widely recognized as impor- 
tant to Austria’s financial survival, let it be known that they would leave Vienna 
if the emperor approved Lueger’s election as mayor.*8 

Lueger’s attacks often took on tones of hostility to the educated, snobbish 
upper classes, a familiar enough theme in Chicago or New York as well. He 
appealed to an awakening mass electorate, which at this time, especially in 
Vienna, was ever more openly contemptuous of the cultured middle and 
upper classes. The Spiesser (roughly, “Philistine”) in Austria, even took a cer- 
tain pride in his ignorance and laziness, his Schlamperei (sloppiness). Under 
Lueger’s patronage, many such people found new employment in the much- 
expanded bureaucracy of the city. The cultured elite was scandalized; Lueger 
and his followers were seen as the equivalents of the barbarians at the gates. 

However, Lueger mixed into his anti-intellectual demagoguery large ele- 
ments of characteristically Viennese Geniitlichkeit, of good-natured sociability. 
He and most of his followers were not racists in the way that von Schonerer was. 
Such a stance would have been entirely too “sincere,” too abstract and theoreti- 
cal for Lueger’s crowd. Yet, his education allowed him to move with reasonable 
comfort in the cultured, sophisticated circles of the city. Indeed, he acted as a 
valuable mediator between social classes, answering a pressing need at this ume 
of rapid change and disorienting shifts. In this, as in many other ways, Lueger’s 
influence on Viennese political life was by no means only negative. 
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Actors are by definition not sincere. Anti-Semitism was simply one of his 
many “acts.” Resentment concerning Jews had a definite advantage from his 
standpoint, since, as noted, it tended to unite groups that had previously been 
hostile to one another or that had different interests. In other words, Lueger’s 
anti-Semitism tended to act as an /ntegrationsideologie — that recurring concept. 
He put together a broad modern political movement in a way that anti-Sem- 
ites in Germany had not been able to do. He brought together Slavs and Ger- 
mans, rich and poor, racial and religious anti-Semites, left and nght, an extra- 
ordinary, unprecedented entourage. 

When both Schonerer and Lueger had moved away from liberalism, they 
agreed in attacking those aspects of it that they believed were deformed by 
Jewish domination. But Lueger was put off by von Schonerer’s increasingly 
fanatical racism, his open admiration for Prussia, and his strident attacks on 
the Catholic Church. In a more elusive way, Lueger retained a more warmly 
human exterior than did von Schonerer, generating fewer determined ene- 
mies and many more supporters. 

In 1893 Lueger formed the Christian Social Party.69 This new product, 
Christian socialism, was incomparably more popular and more durable than 
von Schonerer’s own efforts at a different synthesis of left and right Pan-Ger- 
manism. Similarly, Lueger’s Christian socialism proved substantially more 
attractive to the common people than Stoecker’s earlier efforts to blend Prus- 
sian—conservative, Lutheran Christianity with a humanitarian concern for the 
oppressed lower orders. 

Lueger was able, furthermore, to pull together the conservative Catholic 
politicians, those Honoratioren who had more or less resigned themselves to 
marginality in the liberal 1860s and 1870s, with the so far inarticulate, frag- 
mented, and politically weak lower orders. Both of these groups were antilib- 
eral and increasingly alarmed about the meaning of modernity in most of its 
guises.© Lueger presented to them an opportunity to redress their grievances. 

Lueger was first elected mayor of Vienna in 1895. However, Franz Joseph 
would not condone a mayor of the capital city of his realm who had so dema- 
gogically attacked both “his” Jews and the Hungarians. He annulled Lueger’s 
election. It would take four more elections, with ever increasing majorities, to 
persuade Franz Joseph to accept Lueger’s installation as mayor. (The Roth- 
schilds’ threat to leave was not carried out.) 

When Lueger was finally allowed to assume office, in April 1897, he did not 
disappoint his supporters. For thirteen years, unul his premature death from 
diabetes in 1910, he basked in the fervent adulation of Vienna’s common peo- 
ple. He successfully implemented “municipal socialism,” a set of reforms and 
projects of urban renewal that notably improved the living conditions of 
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Vienna’s citizens. Under his direction the gas works were taken over by the 
city, electric street lights were introduced, the water supply improved, and 
schools built for the poor, all without raising taxes. These projects were often 
based on earlier initiatives and not so original as Lueger and his many admir- 
ers claimed, but it is difficult to deny his success in implementing them. Simi- 
larly, the middle and upper classes benefited from his “socialism,” finally molli- 
fying many of them. The improvement in the conditions of the lower orders 
was less substantial than Christian Social propaganda claimed but was 
nonetheless real.*' And in spite of his claims to drive out liberal corruption, 
Chrisuan Social corruption soon enough paralleled or even exceeded it. 

Lueger was diligent in trying to help the common people. He was remark- 
ably hard-working and personally not touched by scandal. Even at the height 
of his political success, he retained the common touch. He was a regular at all 
manner of popular festivities: In the year 1904 he attended some fourteen 
golden wedding anniversaries and countless other christenings and funerals; 
he habitually visited sickbeds, delivered speeches in beer halls, and played 
Tarock (a popular card game in Vienna) in the open air with the regulars. 
Hitler later observed: “He had a rare knowledge of men and in particular took 
good care not to consider people better than they are.”®? He was intent on 
protecting small proprietors and shopkeepers from the threats of the modern 
market, from the “unfair competition” they faced from large, more efficient, 
often Jewish concerns. For a time department stores were prohibited in 
Vienna. Some Jewish municipal employees lost their jobs, and Jewish peddlers 
were legally harassed. 

Jews in Vienna were hardly passive in response — yet another example of 
how Jews, and not only the Rothschilds, “fought back” in this period. The 
overwhelmingly Jewish writers of the Jewish-owned Neue [rete Presse repeatedly 
attacked Lueger, and Vienna’s Jewish banks refused him the loans he needed 
for his projects of urban renewal. He responded by securing funds from the 
Deutsche Bank of Berlin and by sometimes barring the reporters of the Neue 
Freie Presse from meetings of the city council. When challenged to a duel by a 
brother of the editor of that newspaper, Lueger refused, saying that such vio- 
lent means were unjustified to resolve political differences — and that he 
detested dueling as a stupid remnant of preenlightened age.® The irony was 
heavy: A Jew acting like a member of the old military aristocracy and an anti- 
Semite responding in a rationalistic-humanitarian manner. 

The dimensions of Lueger’s struggle with the Jews of Vienna are easily 
exaggerated, again because of retrospective clistaste for anything smacking of 
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excuses for anti-Semitism. ‘He had begun his political career in the company 
of Jewish radical-democratic reformers, men whom he openly honored to the 
end of his days, and throughout his life he retained Jewish friends and advis- 
ers. As one Jewish observer put it, Lueger “met with truest friendship, purest 
devotion, great self-abnegation from Jews.” He took advice from them and 
dined and even slept with them.® His deputy mayor was half-Jewish. After the 
initial rebuffs from Jewish financiers, he did eventually obtain loans from 
some of them in support of his projects. And when Baron Albert Rothschild 
agreed to let the city use some of his land in the construction of a mountain 
spring reservoir — a project dear to Lueger’s heart — the mayor praised this 
Rothschild as “one of the best Viennese and a true cavalier.”® 

This equivocal record in regard to Jews provided the context for his infa- 
mous quip, in response to complaints about his Jewish connections: “I say who 
is a Jew!” (Wer a Jud is, bestimm 1).°66 He could play to the Germans at one 
moment, to the Czechs at the next. His public face was often not his private 
one. Typically, he confided to the leaders of Viennese Jewry, in a special meet- 
ing with them, that “I dislike the Hungarian Jews even more than I do the 
Hungarians, but I am no enemy of our Viennese Jews. They are not so bad 
and we cannot do without them. My Viennese always want to have a good rest. 
The Jews are the only ones who always want to be active.”67 

George Clare’s bittersweet memoir of Vienna recalls that his grandfather, 
Ludwig Klaar, a Jewish doctor during the years that Lueger was mayor, was 
appointed to high and honorific office, after many disappointments, when 
three members of Lueger’s own Christian Social Party presented a petition in 
Ludwig’s favor.® Testimonies of this sort concerning Lueger and his Christian 
social movement are not uncommon. 

Such episodes cannot not erase the cruel demagoguery, the injustice, the 
ugly compromises on Lueger’s part. Sull, it can be misleading to identify 
Lueger as a linear precursor to Hitler. The two in truth had much less in com- 
mon than often believed.® In 1894 in an oration later compared to William 
Jennings Bryan’s “Cross of Gold” speech, Lueger urged a return to Christian 
values, of a “religion of love, of justice and mercy in contrast to the [liberal] 
theory and relentless hegemony of the powerful over the weak.” One observer 
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wrote of “an indescribable scene. Men stood pale with emotion and tears in 
their eyes; from the tribunes and galleries waved the handkerchiefs of women 
bent over the balustrade, cheering the speaker. Applause and cheers thun- 
dered without end.”” Hitler approvingly noted Lueger’s “royal habits”: “When 
he held a festivity in the City Hall, it was magnificent. I never saw him in the 
streets of Vienna without everyone's stopping to greet him. His popularity was 
immense. At his funeral, two hundred thousand Viennese followed him to the 
cemetery. The procession lasted a whole day.”7! 

Hitler and Lueger, in terms of personal values, were utterly different men, 
even if both used anti-Semitism and pandered to the anxieties of the lower 
orders. The measures that Lueger took against Jews in balance caused the 
great majority of them little material harm, and, interestingly, in his surviving 
private papers anti-Semitic statements are extremely rare.”* 

Even while Lueger was mayor, Jews continued to move into the city ata 
rapid rate, Jewish upward mobility continued unabated, and Jewish wealth 
remained impressive. The period considered the “Golden Age of Viennese 
Jewry” (1897-1910) coincided with the years that Lueger was mayor. The 
mother of the subsequently world-famous Jewish writer Elias Canetti contin- 
ued to think of Vienna in this period as close to a secular paradise and much 
preferable to living in England. Again, if this is “failure,” one needs to recog- 
nize how mixed and ambiguous that failure was. 

To observe that Hitler admired Lueger and imitated him or to remark that 
Lueger put together the first “successful” anti-Semitic movement” can put too 
heavy a weight on this precedent, especially if he is to be seen as part of an 
unbroken chain or an inexorably rising ude of anti-Semitism. One needs, simi- 
larly, to ask what the “success” of Lueger’s movement actually entailed. 

In truth, his anti-Semitism was mostly noise. The period of his ascendancy 
marked an end to the honeymoon of Jewish-—Gentile relations, but Lueger did 
not hate all Jews, especially not as a race, or in the vicious ways that radical 
anti-Semites did. He undoubtedly did want to limit their extremely rapid rise 
and curtail the power of the liberalism with which they were associated; he 
unquestionably sought to gain some control over the extraordinary economic 
influence of certain prominent Jews, since he believed that it threatened the 
“little people” of Vienna and of the rest of Austria. He exploited unjustly and 
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sometimes cynically the resentments that the various successes of Jews evoked. 
But he never looked forward to a Vienna that would be judenrein (free of Jews, 
an expression made notorious by the Nazis). In a conversation with a promi- 
nent Austrian politician, Lueger typically confided that “anti-Semitism is a good 
means of agitation, in order to get ahead in politics, but once one gets up 
there, one doesn’t need it any more, for it is a sport for the common people.” 

The distinguished historian of Austria-Hungary, Henry Wickham Steed, 
observed that Lueger was a “Jew-baiter but not a Jew hater.” Steed offered a 
new verse to a familiar refrain by observing that Lueger “in the long run ren- 
dered a service to the Jews themselves by compelling them, under pressure, to 
observe a circumspection of which they previously seemed incapable. The bet- 
ter Jews, indeed, soon recognized that Lueger had been a blessing in disguise 
by tempering the immoderation that is a prominent Jewish failing.” Steed 
regretted, however, that Lueger merely replaced “Jewish-liberal corruption 
with Christian-social corruption.” 

The social-democratic opponents of Lueger went one step farther than 
Steed: They asserted that Lueger, after all, turned out to be no more than yet 
another lackey of the Jews (Judenknecht - a common epithet of the day). The 
powerful Jews of Vienna had found in him a way of rendering anti-Semitic 
reformism impotent, of working around him - or, finally, with him, behind 
the scenes. With all his theatrical noise, he made it seem that there were 
changes, but nothing substantial changed as far as Jewish wealth and power 
were concerned. 

The Jewish editor of a social-democratic newspaper noted sardonically that 
“If there is anyone to whom one can apply the word ‘Jewified’ it is to the Vien- 
nese mayor.”’®6 And some Jewish leaders, after they calmed down and after 
Lueger’s attacks on Jews lessened, unquestionably did come to consider 
Lueger a lesser evil; in their eyes he acted as a restraining force on the more 
radical, racist anti-Semites in Vienna.””? And he helped to defuse the more 
troubling threat from the left. Even some poor Jews, who almost certainly suf- 
fered more from Christian-social rule than did the rich, seem to have rea- 
soned in that way: An anonymous and ungrammatical letter to Lueger, found 
in his papers, from a “good patriotic Hungarian Jew” wished the mayor good 
health, complimented him on his administrative talents, and observed that 
many Viennese Jews agreed that if men like Hermann Bielohlawek (a crude, 
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radical anti-Semite) came to power, “then woe to Israel in Vienna.”?® Indeed, 
Hitler himself, even while expressing admiration for Lueger as a flexible pop- 
ular tnbune, would later condemn the position of the Christian socials as 
“sham anti-Semitism.” 

Such remarks do not address the charge that by exploiting anti-Semitism, 
Lueger further legitimized hatred of the Jews, with ominous long-range impli- 
cauions. It is a serious and telling charge, one that has also been leveled at fig- 
ures like von Treitschke and Stoecker. And it is one that can by no means be 
dismissed: Lueger, like those two, obviously has small claim to being a hero, a 
moral leader of pre-1914 Europe. In order to have been such a leader he 
should have condemned ant-Semitism rather than exploited it. But if he had, 
he would not have become mayor of Vienna. And in fairness one must recog- 
nize that he did not desire for the Jews the tragedies that were to befall them 
in the following decades — he would have been appalled by the prospect of 
such tragedies. Lueger’s most recent biographer alludes to Lueger’s “criminal 
irresponsibility.”®° If that term is to be accepted, it must also be recognized 
that there are many degrees of criminality; Lueger’s was closer to that of a 
reckless driver than that of a man guilty of premeditated murder. There were, 
it should be added, many reckless drivers in the political world of the day. 


The “Unpolitical” Germans: 
Langbehn, Lagarde, Chamberlain 


Developments in the German Reich and in its capital city, Berlin, took a 
revealingly different direction from those of Vienna in the generation before 
the war. Berlin remained a stronghold of the left—liberals and, increasingly, of 
the social democrats, both firm opponents of the anti-Semites. The German 
Reich from 1890 to 1914 had no anti-Semitic politician of Lueger’s abilities 
and broad, popular appeal, certainly not in its capital city. 

In 1890 Bismarck was dismissed by the new emperor, Wilhelm IJ, who then 
attempted to put his own stamp on German politics. The following decades 
witnessed an increase in international tensions, paralleled by internal tensions. 
But as already suggested, historians of German anti-Semitism have generally 
been less impressed with anti-Semitic political activism than with develop- 
ments in the intellectual and cultural sphere, in the evolution of what Fritz 
Stern has termed the “Germanic Ideology.” This ideology was “curiously idcal- 
istic, unpolitical”; it constituted “the main link between all that is venerable 
and great in the German past and the triumph of national socialism.”8! 
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Yet again the question:: Have these influential propagators of the German 
Ideology been viewed with adequate attention to the sometimes remarkable 
ambiguity of their thought? A case can be made that they, like Lueger, have 
usually been presented in potted biographies and tendentious resumés as an 
aspect of alleged poisoned roots, an inexorable growth of fascism or Nazism. 
Inadequate attention has been devoted in many histories to those aspects of 
their thought that do not fit into a neat picture of their being intellectual 
ancestors to Nazism. 

The 1890s in Germany saw an often intense interest on the part of the edu- 
cated German public in writers and thinkers who may be considered in one 
way or another antiliberal. Feodor Dostoevsky’s brooding, mystical works were 
translated into German in these years and gained a wide readership. Friedrich 
Nietzsche, relatively little noticed when he wrote his major works in the 1870s 
and 1880s, gradually became one of the most influential writers of the nine- 
teenth century, if also one whose epigrammatic, often delphic writings lent 
themselves to radically opposed interpretations. Revealingly, he was as popular 
with Jewish intellectuals as with anti-Semites. Marx’s writings, attacking liberal- 
ism from an entirely different perspective, also attracted much more attention 
by the 1890s than when he was alive. His thought, similarly characterized by 
pervasive obscurities, was also eventually vulgarized and misinterpreted. 

Nietzsche was frequently cited in the late nineteenth and early twentieth 
centuries to give support to racism and anti-Semitism, neither of which he sup- 
ported. Indeed, he sometimes mordantly excoriated them. Even the tendency 
to cite his writings in support of the anti-Christian paganism that was being 
propagated by men like Duhring, although more justifiable in terms of what 
Nietzsche actually wrote, also tendentiously twisted his rarified pronounce- 
ments. Nietzsche lent eloquent support to the attacks from many quarters in 
the late nineteenth century on what in ordinary language are termed “Christ- 
ian virtues” — meekness, concern for the weak and downtrodden, simplicity, 
plebeian benevolence. He called for a return to the pre-Christian virtues of 
the ancient Greeks, virtues that evolved from the aristocratic values of a con- 
quering, warrior people. Nietzsche’s ideals were far from the mindless certain- 
ties of the Nazis, but Hitler and his followers were able nonetheless to per- 
suade millions of people that Nazism was in part inspired by Nietzschean 
philosophy. 

The Nazis similarly misrepresented the thought of a number of other 
important “Germanic Ideologists.” Much more broadly acclaimed in the 
18gos than Nietzsche’s writings was a work entitled Rembrandt als Evrzieher (Rem- 
brandt as Educator), which first appeared anonymously in 18go. It was “the 
great literary fad of 1890,” not only among the general reading public but also 
among the artistic elite of Germany; “no other work of the Germanic critics 
penetrated German culture so deeply, no other mixture of cultural despair 
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and nationalist hope ever proved so popular.” Sales of the book remained 
high into the 1920s.®2 

Yet the work, whose author was finally revealed to be Julius Langbehn, was a 
very odd one for a best-seller. It was murky and disjointed, the kind of work 
that perhaps only in Germany could have won so much acclaim. It has been 
termed a “rhapsody of irrationalism,” a “wild and chaotic” book, a judgment 
that most modern English-speaking readers would almost certainly share.*8 
Even its main theme, apparently so entrancing to his contemporaries, today 
appears curiously abstruse: Art, Langbehn insisted, was the only source of gen- 
uine knowledge and virtue. Reason could not compare to it in terms of gen- 
uine, deep understanding. Even religion could not offer a comparable path to 
real virtue. It was through a study of Rembrandt's art that Langbehn sought to 
develop these elusive pronouncements. 

Rarely had the antiliberal, antimodern trends of the late nineteenth cen- 
tury received such an extreme yet lyrical expression as in Langbehn’s work. 
For him, such expressions of modernism as “science” — which, typically, he did 
not bother to define — became an embodiment of all that was hateful and evil: 
the spiritual disorientation of the modern citizen, the impersonal cities, the 
superficial certainties of the middle class. All such lamentable developments 
could, he believed, be laid at the feet of a deceptive belief in the powers of sci- 
ence and technology. 

It can come as no surprise that Langbehn attacked the highly urbanized, 
politically liberal Jews of imperial German and Austria. They conveniently sym- 
bolized for him what was objectionable about modern trends in Germany. 
Even so, he did not revile Jews as a race, nor did he place them into any other 
sort of hard-and-fast category. He made a sharp distinction between Orthodox 
Jews (the subjects of many of Rembrandt’s paintings) and modern, secular, 
assimilated Jews. In striking contrast to the views of Treitschke and Stoecker, 
Langbehn believed that Orthodox Jews might constitute a valuable comple- 
ment to the German people. He also expressed warm admiration for a num- 
ber of Jews in history, most notably Spinoza and Rahel von Varnhagen.* This 
was hardly Nazism before the word. 

Langbehn identified himself as a student of Paul de Lagarde, another 
famous antiliberal, antimodernist “Germanic” thinker, whose thought has also 
been typically listed in the genealogy of Nazism. Lagarde was a noted scholar 
and university professor, in fact a prodigiously learned one. He belonged to the 
same generation (b. 1827) as Treitschke (b. 1834), although he never enjoyed 
anything like the acclaim that Treitschke did by the 1870s. Like Treitschke, 
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Lagarde described the Jews as a “misfortune” (Ungliick), not only to Germans 
but also “to all European peoples.” Indeed, Lagarde expressed himself in 
shockingly venomous terms: Jewish capitalists were “trichinae and bacilli” who 
should be “exterminated as quickly and thoroughly as possible.”*> 

Nazi leaders used such quotations, yet placing Lagarde in a coherent anti- 
Semitic tradition remains problematic. Remarks made in earlier chapters about 
the doubtful influence of Christianity or racist theory on the development of 
modern anti-Semitism find a revealing example in Lagarde’s writings: He had 
no use for Christianity and was especially caustic in his dismissal of “scientific” 
racism. His attacks on Jews did not borrow from Christian imagery, nor did he 
believe that Jewish characteristics were determined by a Semitic race. 

Lagarde rejected racial anti-Semitism as a crude form of scientific material- 
ism, which was for him, as for Langbehn, the root source of the evils of mod- 
ern times. True Germanism, he insisted, was not a matter of blood but rather 
of spirit. He recognized the existence of a Jewish race, one that was physically 
different, but he believed that the spirit always would overcome something so 
material as body type. As he saw it, the reason that “Jews” [he meant modern 
secular Jews] were a “misfortune” was because of the ideas they propagated. 
Jews “destroy all faith and spread materialism and liberalism. . . . They are the 
carriers of decay and pollute every national culture.”8° 

Lagarde did not support the anti-Semitic movement of the 1880s, whereas 
he befriended and encouraged a number of Jewish students in those years. He 
remarked, in regard to whether Jews should convert to Christianity, that he 
saw no reason for them to trade in “their coarse but warm clothing for our 
trashy rags.” 

Lagarde detested both Luther and Wagner, whom the Nazis would present 
as shining examples of pure Germanism. His comments on Wagner, Hitler’s 
favorite composer, are especially revealing. After a performance of Siegfried, 
Lagarde wrote that he was “bored to extinction. Four hours of recitativ is intol- 
erable. .. . | am completely cured of Wagner; of my own accord I shall not 
again expose myself to such suffering.”’? In complete contrast to Treitschke or 
Schonerer, he admired the English but not the Prussians, whom he reviled for 
their “reactionary monarchy and sporadic witch hunts.”88 

Both Langbehn and Lagarde had close Jewish friends. Langbehn in later 
years broke with many of them, but he also broke with nearly all his friends; he 
was, like Lagarde, an impossibly contentious man, suspicious, hypersensitive, 
and abrasive. Rembrandt as Educator deals with Jews in only a few pages, and 
Langbehn apparently had himself encountered few of them who personally 
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offended him. He left very little evidence in his papers of private hatred for 
them; that hatred was more abstract: “The Jews” had led the Germans down 
the disastrous path “to science, democracy, and educated mediocrity.”*9 

Langbehn and Lagarde must take a definite second place in demonstrable 
influence to another thinker of the day, Houston Steward Chamberlain. Inter- 
estingly, his biographer employs much the same language to describe his pop- 
ularity that Langbehn’s biographer uses for the year 1890: Chamberlain’s 
most celebrated book, The Foundations of the Twentieth Century, was the “literary 
fad” of 1900. It, too, went into many editions and was widely discussed, both 
inside Germany and out. But Chamberlain is yet another “Germanic” thinker 
(He was of English parentage, related to Joseph Chamberlain, but spent most 
of his life on the Continent.) whose ideas fit awkwardly into the notion of a ris- 
ing tide of Nazi-style anu-Semitism. 

Today a special odium surrounds Chamberlain’s name because, unlike 
Lueger, Nietzsche, Lagarde, or Langbehn, he lived to see the rise of Nazism, 
and he accepted Nazi adulation, once he warmed to the idea of Hitler as the 
long-awaited savior of Germany. (He first met Hitler in 1923; he was thereafter 
mostly bedridden and feeble, dying in 1927.) Moreover, the intellectual con- 
nections with Nazism in his case are unquestionably more extensive than in 
the case of those other figures, but his ideas still merit a more careful treat- 
ment than one generally finds, for those connections are less certain than usu- 
ally believed.?! 

Chamberlain's Foundations of the Twentieth Century (first published in 1899 
but many editions followed, including an inexpensive one in 1906 that was 
distributed in Germany’s schools) became a hugely popular book by the stan- 
dards of the day. Its success was all the more remarkable because, by the stan- 
dards of any day, it was a lengthy tome that made large intellectual demands 
on its readers. And, whatever may be said about the defects of the book, it 
grappled with many substantial issues. Emperor Wilhelm II read and reread it 
avidly; he quoted it constantly and sent copies to friends and acquaintances. 
To be sure, Wilhelm was not an intellectually distinguished or discriminating 
man, but among the many others who openly and effusively admired the book 
were Albert Schweitzer, Winston Churchill, George Bernard Shaw, D. H. 
Lawrence, and Carl Becker, the distinguished American historian. Becker 
wrote in a review that “one despairs of conveying any adequate idea” of the 
book’s “intellectual mastery,” “keen analysis,” “briliant originality,” and “tren- 
chant humor.”9? How could such opinions be expressed by men who would 
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later become staunch opponents of Nazism? Indeed, how do we deal with the 
alleged demonic power of anti-Semitic ideology if such men could read Cham- 
berlain’s work and not be drawn in? 

Chamberlain may be seen as continuing a tradition of nineteenth-century 
belief in the power of racial determinants, one which was very widespread and 
seen in such diverse thinkers as Heine, Disraeli, Hess, Knox, Gobineau, and 
Duhring. In his book he tried to show, with richly arrayed historical examples, 
how racial determinism had operated from the distant past to the present. 
The racial element explained the rise and fall of civilizations, the particular 
genius of cultures throughout history. Like Gobineau, he was much con- 
cerned with racial mixing and the degeneration that he believed came from it. 

Also like Gobineau, Chamberlain considered the Aryans to be the truly cre- 
ative race in the history of western civilization. But Chamberlain’s definition of 
race was slippery; it was certainly not a scientific one if precision and consis- 
tency are implied in that term. The notion of race seems in some passages of 
his work to be biological and fixed, but elsewhere it appears to be cultural and 
changeable.%3 Nowhere was this more obvious than in his definition of “Jew,” 
where he seems to have simply abandoned the notion of racial determinisin: 


The term Jew . . . denotes a special way of thinking and feeling. A man can very 
soon become a Jew without being an Israelite. ... On the other hand, it is sense- 
less to call an Israelite a “Jew”, though his descent is beyond question, if he has suc- 
ceeded in throwing off the fetters of Ezra and Nehemiah, and if the law of Moses 
has no place in his brain, contempt for others no place in his heart. . . . A purely 
humanized Jew is no longer a Jew because, by renouncing the idea of Judaism, he 
ipso facto has left that nationality. . . .° 


Much Nazi racist jargon derived from or found corroboration in Chamber- 
lain’s pages, but doctrinaire racist anti-Semites who actually read his writings 
with any care must have had problems in accepting substantial parts of them. 
There is undoubtedly more that is anti-Semitic in Chamberlain than in Gob- 
ineau, and much more than in Treitschke. Yet a pervasive, puzzling ambiguity 
surrounds Chamberlain’s views about the role of Jews in history and in the 
contemporary world, especially in his pre-1914 writings. He repeatedly denied 
harboring any personal animus against Jews and pointed out a rather surpris- 
ing detail: His Foundations was dedicated to a Jewish professor under whom he 
had once studied. He once replied, when charged with hostility to Jews, that “I 
have remarkably many Jews or half-Jews for friends, to whom I am very 
close.”°5 That was an exaggeration; his friendships with Jews were not “remark- 
ably” numerous, close, or long lasting, yet he did have some. That he felt the 
need to deny his animus against Jews is itself worth noting; no such denial 
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would have been forthcoming from Duhring or Schonerer, nor would any 
Nazi have been likely to claim remarkably many Jewish friends. 

Chamberlain explicitly rejected the assertion that Jews were necessarily ene- 
mies of Teutonic civilizauon, and he attacked the “revolting tendency to make 
the Jew the scapegoat of all the vices of the ttme.”6 He quipped that “a German 
idiot or Teutonic ass is much less congenial to me than a serious and productive 
artist of Jewish heritage. . . . I need only refer to Lueger and Mahler.”’” These 
are not, to say the least, the kinds of opinions to be later expressed by Hitler, 
who supposedly learned so much from a careful reading of Chamberlain. 

Chamberlain's other writings had an intellectually respectable quality to 
them. His study of Kant was widely recognized not only as philosophically 
competent but also as an important contribution to the understanding of the 
great thinker’s difficult philosophy.9® The breadth of learning and sophistica- 
tion of reasoning evident in Chamberlain’s work put him in a different cate- 
gory than Marr, whereas his tone was unmistakably different from the ven- 
omous ranting of Duhring or the unsystematic anecdotes of Drumont. 

His intellectual respectability was no doubt important in gaining for Cham- 
berlain such enthusiastic reception by the educated classes of many countries. 
He was perceived as above the vulgar crowd, a cultured gentleman of consid- 
erable learning and Bildung. Yet he wrote in a style that made his wntings 
more accessible than those of the German academic “mandarins” of the day — 
among whom, it should be noted, there were almost no admirers of Chamber- 
lain’s work. 

Chamberlain was closely associated in the 1880s with the Wagner cult in 
Germany. He eventually married one of Wagner’s daughters. Yet it is instructive 
that Wagner’s audiences, especially in the beginning of his career, were heavily 
Jewish, as were his financial supporters. Even his favorite conductor was Jew- 
ish.99 Key themes of the cult were a revulsion from the Philistinism of the age 
(associated with Jewish nouveaux riches), a stress on inwardness and subjective 
experience (“not Jewish”), and a belief in self-realization through art (Lang- 
behn again).!© Ideas of this sort, while especially strong in Germany, found 
eminent defenders elsewhere during these years, as for example in the socialist 
and noted artist William Morris in England. In the hands of Chamberlain and 
other German racist thinkers, however, aesthetic sensibility became inextricably 
linked with the Volk, with its culture, traditions, and historic religion. 

These remarks are not intended to deny the tribalistic aspects, or at least 
implications, in Chamberlain’s work. It is pervaded with negative images of 
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Semitic influence in history, images that often connected to those discussed by 
Renan, Kant, and other respectable thinkers (e.g., Semitic intolerance, venge- 
fulness, ritualism, and sensuality). Chamberlain’s biographer has persuasively 
argued that in spite of repeated denials, he harbored a tenacious if fluctuating 
animus against Jews, one that found clearest expression in private communica- 
tions, especially after 1914, as his health and fortunes declined.!°! 

The point made earlier about Treitschke (that he had no real program and 
did not support political action against Jews) holds even more for Chamber- 
lain. He spoke of an inner, spirtual struggle against Jewish influence, not a 
physical battle against Jewish individuals or groups. The struggle was necessary 
in order to preserve a distinct German character. His concern was not radi- 
cally different in that regard from the concerns of the Zionists, or even of non- 
Zionist Jews. Indeed, nationalists in many areas feared that their identity was 
being overwhelmed, and all urged a struggle against the forces that were 
undermining the true identity of their people. 

An obvious danger in dwelling on the “ambiguities of failure” is that it 
might appear to be apologetic in design, trying to rehabilitate a discredited 
German tradition. That has not been the purpose of these pages. The dis- 
credit is not undeserved, but nonetheless many neglected points and distinc- 
tions need to be kept in mind. If we are to understand how it was that so many 
German-speaking Jews remained so unshakably attached to German culture 
and civilization, we need to understand the full dimensions of that ambiguity, 
even if it seems in retrospect that terrible portents of future disasters were 
there for all to see. 
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The Ambiguous 
Successes: Great Britain 


and the United States 


Does anyone seriously suppose that a great war 
could be undertaken by any European state ... if the 
House of Rothschild and its connections set their 
face against it? (J. A. Hobson) 


Why resent when your object is to overcome? Why 
bluster and fight when you may manipulate or con- 
trol in secret? (Beatrice Potter Webb, on the ten- 
dency of eastern European Jews to remain silent “in 
the face of insult and abuse.”) 


In the generation before World War I, Jewish-Gentile relations in the 
English-speaking countries continued on a distinctly more even keel than in 
Russia, Germany, Austria, or France. Few contemporaries, when lamenting the 
failures of Jewish-Gentile relations in these years, had countries like Great 
Britain or the United States in mind. Tensions between Jews and non-Jews did 
increase in Great Britain and the United States, but political anti-Semitism 
never made a notable appearance in those lands; modern anti-Semitic ideol- 
ogy emerged in only feeble forms, and no anti-Semitic mass movement even 
came close to being successful. Nevertheless, attacks on Jews, especially on Jew- 
ish financiers, were made by a number of prominent British figures, and the 
agitation surrounding the Boer War (1899-1902) or the trial of Leo Frank in 
Georgia (1913-1915) had suggestive similarities to the excitements associated 
with the Dreyfus and Beilis Affairs. If we note the ambiguities of failure in Ger- 
many and Austria, certain ambiguities of success must be noted in Great 
Britain and the United States. 


Jews in Great Britain in the Edwardian Period 


To speak of British Jews in the Edwardian years evokes, to those who 
know anything about the period, the many friendships of the sybaritic King 
Edward VII with prominent British Jews. Inumate contacts between Jews and 
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the British royal family, as we have seen, may be found already in the early 
nineteenth century. Yet, Edward VII, who became king in 1901, seemed even 
more likely than any of them to seek out the company of Jews. Even in Aus- 
tria-Hungary, where Jews were notable for the affection they expressed for 
Franz Joseph, the relationship was a much more distant one. In a broader 
sense, Great Britain remained one of the best places in Europe for a Jew to 
live, and thousands more flocked to British shores from the 1880s to 1914. By 
the eve of the war the Jewish population of Great Britain stood at about 
300,000, representing a fourfold growth in a little over three decades.! 

Edward’s Jewish friends were not universally admired. The Sassoons, Ernest 
Cassel, Baron Maurice de Hirsch, Edward Levy-Lawson (later Lord Burnham), 
Felix Semon, and the other Jews who became part of the king’s inner circle 
were considered by some to be “loud, sophisticated and byzantine.” Yet, it is 
hard to disagree with the conclusion that “with the entry of such Jews into the 
highest ranks of English society, Jewish emancipation received the highest 
form of recognition and publicity.”? Rufus Isaac’s career carried an important 
symbolism: from the stock exchange in the 1880s to attorney general in 1910 
to lord chief justice in 1913. That dazzling record, too, inevitably inspired a 
mixture of admiration, concern, and envy. According to Herzl, such a rise of 
the Jews, in both numbers and fame, was destined inevitably to provoke hostil- 
ity — the larger the numbers or the greater the success, the greater the even- 
tual hostility. Yet Isaac was by no means the only such brilliantly successful Jew 
in Great Bnitain in these years, and rising hostility to Jews did not become a 
major issue. The British case, like the American, does not offer much support 
for Herzl’s beliefs. 

The most fundamental reasons for the heightening of Jewish—Gentile ten- 
sions in these years are to be found in other areas. Great Britain’s power, 
wealth, and sense of security began to be challenged more strongly than had 
been the case in the 1870s and 1880s. As one author has written, “fin de siécle 
. .. Britain was a time of self doubt. There was an increasing fear that the 
‘place in the sun’ that had so long been hers was being shadowed by the rising 
powers of Germany and the United States. Doubts arose about her economic 
strength, her military prowess, and even the viability of the two-party system.”+ 

Britain’s growing sense of international insecurity led to a gradual rap- 
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prochement with tsarist Russia, which meant that British statesmen grew more 
reticent to denounce the Russian government for its anti-Jewish policies. That 
reticence in turn incensed many Jews living in Great Britain. The confluence 
of Jewish and British interests in Liberal foreign policy that had been accepted 
as a given for most of the nineteenth century began to change by the turn of 
the century, and Jews in Great Britain who continued to agitate against tsarist 
Russia found that they were attacked for putting Jewish interests over British 
national interests. 

By 1900 British hberalism, especially the principles of free trade and free 
immigration, came under unprecedented criticism, both from the left and the 
right. More than ever before, prominent British spokesmen linked Jews to 
what were considered the rotten fruits of liberalism: plutocratic capitalism on 
the one hand and revolutionary socialism on the other. Liberal universalism 
came under attack; racist ideas gained greater popularity and respectability. 

Although shaken by the issue of Home Rule in Ireland, the British political 
scene remained essenually two party, Liberal and Conservative. Right-wing 
extraparliamentary pressure groups, such as the British Brothers’ League, 
appeared in Britain as elsewhere, but most of them found anti-Semitism a less 
useful device than did their counterparts in western Europe. The Brothers’ 
League did experiment with it, but tmidly and without success. Extreme night- 
wing organizations in Great Britain, as elsewhere, lacked competent leader- 
ship and were plagued with factionalism.? And while conservative parties on 
the Continent were tempted to exploit anti-Semitic feelings as a way to bolster 
popular support for conservative principles, such politically opportunistic or 
“insincere” anti-Semitism had few parallels in Great Britain. 

We have seen how newly potent the old image of the Jewish power broker 
had become in the decade or so before World War I: Schiff in America, 
Bleichréder in Germany, the Rothschilds in Austria, France, Italy, and Great 
Britain were widely believed to exercise great power in the councils of govern- 
ment. Jews working behind the scenes for selfish reasons were believed by 
some in Britain to be behind the Boer War (1899-1902). As that tragic con- 
flict developed, it so passionately divided the population of the country that it 
might be roughly compared in effect to the Dreyfus Affair, which was raging in 
France in the same period. Anti-Semitism was not a central issue in the war in 
South Africa, but inflammatory charges about Jewish influence in it were 
made by a number of prominent figures. The war, in the words of one histo- 
rian, “served for a time as the focus of all the fears that many Britons had 
about their country’s future.” It gave them a chance to demonstrate that they 
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were still “the finest race on earth,” and many of them ralhed to the colors 


with an astonishing passion.® 
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The Boer War was part of what has been termed an “orgy of imperialism”? 
around the turn of the century, one that helped intensify hostilities between 
Europe’s major powers. A “scramble for Africa” began in the early 1890s, 
mostly between France and Great Britain. Italy launched its disastrous cam- 
paign in Abysinnia (1896), and there was a war scare between Great Britain 
and France in 1897-1898 when their forces collided in the upper Nile at 
Fashoda. These years marked as well America’s entry into the imperialistic 
competition. The war with Spain in 1898 gained for the American republic 
new possessions in the Caribbean and the Pacific but left Spain deeply embit- 
tered over its defeat. 

These conflicts engaged a mass public as never before. William Randolph 
Hearst’s yellow press, in inflaming the American public over the alleged perfi- 
dies of Spain, must be understood as part of broader trends, in which the pas- 
sions engaged in imperialistic adventures were tapped for the purpose of engen- 
dering national unity, to say nothing of selling newspapers. In Great Britain, the 
press of Alfred Harmsworth (later Lord Northcliffe) was similar: giant headlines, 
vivid, often irresponsible reporting, attention to murders, scandals, and a ten- 
dency to whip up chauvinism and xenophobia. The Spanish-American War and 
the Boer War are hardly conceivable without the efforts of such newspapers, just 
as Drumont’s reporting was central to the Dreyfus Affair. 

Defenders of imperialistic expansion openly argued that domestic prob- 
lems would be alleviated by the acquisition of a colonial empire. Some saw 
imperialism as others saw anti-Semitism, that is, as an emotionally powerful 
ideal that would bring previously hostile factions together. Measures toward 
the acquisition of an empire were termed Sammlungspolitik in Germany, that is, 
a policy that would “pull together” [sammeln] the Catholic Center, the Conser- 
vative Party, and the National Liberals in a Reichstag majority, with the associ- 
ated purpose of rallying antisocialist forces. In Great Britain proponents of 
imperialism linked it to larger programs of “national efficiency,” which would 
raise tariffs, streamline government, and introduce social legislation. All of 
these measures, it was argued, would get the country moving again and restore 
its confidence in itself. 

British imperialists regarded Germany with a mixture of admiration and 
alarm. Well into the 1890s, the German “cousins” were generally admired. 
The English and Germans were believed to be racially inked; Queen Victoria 
and Wilhelm II were closely related by blood. Yet there was a rising unease 
about Germany’s power, especially after the accession to the imperial throne 
of the bumptious, saber-rattling Wilhelm. Not long after he became kaiser, he 
was writing confidentially to his ministers that once a powerful German navy 
was built, he would speak in ways that would gain the world’s attention. In 
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1897 Admiral Tirpitz began to build a great battle fleet, a step that in turn 
provoked an accelerating Anglo-German naval race, since all British politi- 
cians agreed that Tirpitz’s plans directly threatened British national security. 

Long-standing tensions between Great Britain and the Boer republics in 
South Africa flared up again in 1895, at which time Wilhelm sent a telegram 
to President Kruger, of the Transvaal Republic, ominously expressing his “sin- 
cere congratulations that without calling on the aid of friendly powers, you 
have succeeded in defending the independence of your country.” His reasons 
for doing so were made clear in an unofficial note to one of his ministers: “We 
must make capital vigorously out of this affair, for eventual naval increases.”9 

The “Kruger Telegram,” news of which reached London in 1896, trans- 
formed British opinion from ambivalence to hostility toward Germany. Indig- 
nant denunciations of Germany’s interference in British affairs came from 
nearly all quarters, from the Queen to the man on the street, and were taken 
up with gusto by the press of Lord Northcliffe. The initial victories by the Boers 
over British forces in the so-called “Black Week” in December 1899 were pro- 
foundly humiliating; the delinum that greeted the most insignificant of British 
victories thereafter revealed a new atmosphere: The British public was not only 
yearning for glory but looking for easy targets to blame for the mess. 

It was in reaction to an earlier foreign policy issue, the “Bulgarian Horrors,” 
that one of the more notable expressions of anti-Semitism in Great Britain 
had briefly appeared. As was the case in the 1870s, it was mostly the left, both 
liberal and socialist, that charged Jews with playing a clandestine and nefan- 
ous role. Some socialist circles in Britain claimed that “the capitalists who 
bought up or hired the press both in South Africa and England, to clamour 
for war, [were] largely Jews and foreigners.”!° More broadly, the argument was 
made that thousands of young British soldiers were being sent to South Africa 
to die in the name of protecting the interests of Jewish capitalists."! 

Whether British interests in South Africa were important enough to justify 
the war that ensued might easily be questioned, but the mineral wealth of the 
area, particularly after the discovery of vast lodes of gold and diamonds in the 
1880s, could not be ignored, quite aside from issues of national presuge. The 
imperialists, led by Colonial Secretary Joseph Chamberlain, dreamed of British 
holdings in Africa from “Cairo to the Cape.” The independent Boer republics 
stood in the way. Further adding to the causes of war, the so-called Uitlanders 
(foreigners, non-Boers), most of whom had come in search of gold, were in 
constant conflict with the Boers. The Uitlanders, mostly British subjects, 
appealed to Great Britain for protection, and that appeal connected to the car- 
lier concerns of the British, who saw themselves as forwarding a progressive 
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European civilization in Africa, putting an end to slaveholding among the 
Boers, and more generally striving to “elevate” the reactionary, fundamentalist 
Boers, to bring them into the modern world. 

Jewish interests in this area, as in so many others, are not easy to define. 
Jews were closely associated with international finance, which often meant 
financing wars. The manufacture and trade of precious stones was also a Jew- 
ish specialty. Jews played a large role in the economy of South Africa, and a 
few of them had become fabulously wealthy by the 1880s. But in South Africa 
as in Great Britain, the interest of Jews in the war differed notably. The great 
financiers had quite different attitudes to the war than did the masses of the 
Jewish poor in London’s East End, and Jews in South Africa, themselves split 
into a wealthy, mostly German Jewish elite and an eastern European, over- 
whelmingly Lithuanian lower class, also stood in radically different relations to 
the war. 

At any rate, knowing how to profit from war, a skill that Jewish contractors 
had undoubtedly acquired in European history, is not the same as planning 
and causing war, or even desiring it. And such contractors represented only a 
tiny fraction of the Jewish population; the great majority suffered horribly in 
the wars of the nineteenth, to say nothing of the twentieth, century. Even 
many of the wealthy Jewish mine owners in South Africa lost heavily in the 
Boer War. 

Another too easy assumption about Jews in South Africa is that they natu- 
rally supported the British cause. South African Jews had a fundamental inter- 
est in hberalism, modern civilization, a network of world trade, and thus in 
British dominion, but Jews and Boers got along far better than might be 
expected, given the reputation of the Boers as backward-looking and xeno- 
phobic.!2 The biblically based racism of the Boers against African natives did 
not extend to the People of the Book, a situation with parallels in the Ameri- 
can South in the nineteenth century, where anti-Semitism was also weaker 
than often assumed. Just as many Russian peasants seem to have welcomed the 
Jewish peddler, so many Boers found Jewish merchants useful, not threaten- 
ing. In all these areas, modern racist ideas had not really spread and were 
largely irrelevant. Boers were much less friendly to the large-scale Jewish entre- 
preneurs, again with suggestive parallels in the Populist movement in the 
United States in the 1890s. Such entrepreneurs played a key role in the devel- 
opment of deep-level mines in South Africa, to say nothing of the financial sys- 
tem that raised the capital to make such mines possible.'3 Ernest Oppen- 
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heimer became fabulously wealthy and came to be seen as a South African 
Rothschild. 

It was plausible to conclude that Jews supported the war because they stood 
to profit from a British victory, or even from a war as such, but actual evidence 
of such support is meager and contradictory. On the other hand, evidence 
that Jews, either in Great Britain or in South Africa, actively opposed the war is 
similarly mixed. The so-called “pro-Boers” (initially intended in Britain as an 
insulting epithet but then taken up proudly by the harassed and maligned 
opponents of the war) were a diverse group,'!4 among whom, as might be 
expected, were Gladstonian Liberals, with whom Jews in Great Britain had 
long been associated. 

In the midst of the war fever of 1899 a number of prominent Jewish leaders 
made public their support for the government. Hermann Adler, the son of 
Chief Rabbi Nathan Marcus Adler, and deputized by his father as “Delegate,” 
went much beyond the hitherto accepted policy of offering prayers for the 
safety of British toops: He fervently defended the bellicose policies of the 
Conservative government of Lord Salisbury. In speaking to the North London 
Synagogue, Adler said that “the government of our Queen had no alternative 
but to resort to the fierce arbitrament of war, with the view of restoring just 
and righteous government to the Transvaal, and to vindicate the honour of 
England.” Six hundred copies of the sermon were distributed to the press, and 
specially bound copies were sent to the Queen, the Prince of Wales, Lord Salis- 
bury, Arthur Balfour, and Joseph Chamberlain. !5 

By this ume native-born Jews were being rapidly outnumbered by the for- 
eign born, and among those who were politically active, socialist sentiments 
were common. Socialists were in principle opposed to imperialism, and they 
interpreted wars like that in South Africa as benefiting the capitalists — includ- 
ing Jewish capitalists — not the working class. It was natural for socialists in 
Great Britain to oppose the war, in part because the political right was all too 
obviously trying to use imperialist passions for antisocialist, anti-trade union 
purposes.!® A working-class leader complained that 


the Rothschild leeches have for years hung on with distended suckers to the body 
politic of Europe. . . . This blood-sucking crew has been the cause of untold mis- 
chief and misery in Europe during the present century, and has piled up its prodi- 
gious wealth chiefly through fomenting wars between States which ought never to 
have quarreled. Wherever there is trouble in Europe, wherever rumours of war cir- 
culate .. . you may be sure that a hook-nosed Rothschild is at his games and some- 
where near the region of disturbance.'” 
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In 1899 J. A. Hobson, a teft-liberal journalist, went to South Africa to cover 
the war for the Manchester Guardian. He and his paper had been vilified as pro- 
Boers and threatened by mob violence. His political convictions inclined him 
to suspicion of capitalists, Jewish capitalists included, but to such suspicions he 
added more sweeping judgments: Jews were “almost devoid of social morality,” 
whereas their “superior, calculating intellect” allowed them to “take advantage 
of every weakness, folly and vice of the society” in which they live.!® His experi- 
ence, once he arrived in South Africa, was a case of suspicions confirmed: Jews 
seemed to be everywhere. They dominated the stock exchange to such an 
extent that it was officially closed on Yom Kippur. In the next year, as the con- 
flict was still raging, he published a book, The War in South Africa, Its Causes and 
Effects. In a chapter entitled “For Whom Are We Fighting?” he charged that 


recent developments of Transvaal gold-mining have thrown the economic 
resources of the country more and more into the hands of a small group of 
financiers, chiefly German in origin and Jewish by race. By superior ability, enter- 
prise and organization these men, out-competing the slower-witted Briton, have 
attained a practical supremacy which no one who has visited Johannesburg is likely 
to question. 


He concluded that “not Hamburg, not Vienna, not Frankfurt, but Johannes- 
burg is the New Jerusalem.”!9 Another journalist referred to “Jewhannesburg.””° 
In Hobson’s writings, as in those of many who opposed the war, Johannesburg 
was presented as a modern-day Babylon, corrupt and alien to the simple-living 
Boers. As another left-wing observer stated it: Since the discovery of gold, Johan- 
nesburg became “a hell full of Jews, financiers, greedy speculators, adventurers, 
prostitutes, bars, banks, gaming saloons, and every invention of the devil.” In 
this observer’s opinion, the Boers had every right to “pack off the whole crew.” 
He asked his readers to “think for a moment, if Liverpool were to be overrun by 
100,000 Chinese, smothering our civilization, and introducing their hated cus- 
toms and ways — what should we do?”?! Hobson remarked that “a very large pro- 
portion of the Transvaal farmers [Boers] are as entirely in the hands of Jewish 
moneylenders as is the Russian . . . or Austrian peasant.”2? 

In his widely acclaimed study of imperialism, published two years later, 
Hobson asked if anyone could “seriously suppose that a great war could be 
undertaken by any European state . . . if the House of Rothschild and its con- 
nections set their face against it?”*3 He observed that “it is difficult to state the 
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truth about our doings in South Africa without seeming to appeal to the igno- 
minious passion of Judenhetze [anti-Semitism].” He did distinguish between 
rich and poor Jews: The latter “are everywhere to be seen [in South Africa], 
actively occupied in small dealings, a rude and ignorant people, mostly fled 
from despotic European rule.” They were quite different from “their highly 
intelligent, showy, prosperous brethren, who form the upper crust of Johan- 
nesburg society.” It was the activities of the rich Jews that needed to be studied, 
“if we would understand the economic and political import of the present 
movements. ”?4 

As Hobson and many on the left in Britain saw it, capitalist greed for the 
material riches of South Africa explained how Great Britain was brought to 
war in that distant land. Jewish financiers, working hand-in-hand with the 
owners of influential Jewish newspapers, also played an important role. 
Henry Hyndman, a leading figure of the Marxist left (also the lover of one of 
Marx’s daughters), wrote, “It is high time that those who do not think that 
Beit, Barnato, Oppenheim and Co. ought to control the destinies of English- 
men at home, and of their empire abroad, should come together and speak 
their mind.” Hyndman subsequently charged that the prime minister, Salis- 
bury, was being drawn into a war by a “Jew clique” that was more powerful 
than he.?5 

Most modern scholars have rejected the arguments of Hobson and the 
many Marxists who argued along the same lines. The motivations of British 
imperialists cannot be satisfactorily reduced to calculations of economic gain, 
nor can those imperialists be considered mere tools of Jewish financiers, 
whether in South Africa or in Great Britain. Prominent Jews were undoubtedly 
listened to by British political leaders, but if one is to speak of personalities as 
being decisive, the most important movers and shakers remained non-Jews, 
men like Joseph Chamberlain, Lord Milner, or Cecil Rhodes. They required 
no Jewish pressure to do the things they did, nor were they the sort to be easily 
manipulated. 

But Hobson’s charges were both plausible and widely believed at the tme, 
even by those resistant to anti-Semitic arguments.*6 The belief in Jewish power, 
or at least in the extensive behind-the-scenes influence of Jewish financiers 
and capitalists, was solidly entrenched at this tme in Great Britain as clse- 
where. Such was true both on the left and on the nght, and frequently by oth- 
erwise sophisticated observers. Disraeli’s boasts seem to have gained ever-wider 
credence. 

In fairness to Hobson and his supporters, it should be noted that his argu- 
ments were hedged and provisional. The closing lines of the chapter “For 
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Whom Are We Fighting,” although emphasizing that the war was being fought 
“in order to place a small international oligarchy of [non-British] mine-owners 
and speculators in power,” nevertheless remarked that his evidence “gives no 
grounds for any final judgment on the merits of the war. This international 
oligarchy may be better for the country and for the world than the present or 
any other rule; and England may be performing a meritorious world-service in 
establishing it. But it is right for us to understand quite clearly what we are 
doing. 

Even if Hobson did equivocate, even if he did emphasize the importance of 
studying the power of rich, not Jews in general, and even if he tried to disasso- 
ciate himself from Continental anti-Semitism, there were undercurrents in his 


NOT 


writings that touched all Jews in what can only be termed anti-Semitic ways, 
especially insofar as he imphed that Jews had certain inherent traits, ones that 
were destructive to the societies in which they lived. 

These were not unusual opinions among the educated and liberal minded 
in Great Britain. Another interesting and remarkable example may be found 
in the writings, less than a decade earlier, of the noted and influential socialist 
Beatrice Potter Webb (1858-1943). Her intellectual sophistication was not 
inferior to that of Hobson, and she was probably more prominent than he in 
the intellectual world of the 1890s in Great Britain. He had read her works 
with interest and cited them in his own writing.?8 

She was the daughter of a wealthy industrialist and had taken an early inter- 
est in social problems. In 1891 her book The Cooperative Movement in Great 
Britain appeared. In 1892, at the age of forty-four, she married the Fabian 
Socialist Sidney Webb, forming one of the most influential partnerships in 
British life. (Among many other accomphshments, they played an important 
role in the formation of the British Labour Party and in the founding of the 
London School of Economics in 1895.) Her case prompts further questioning 
about what kind of intellectual or psychological preconditions are conducive 
to anti-Semitic conclusions. She was hardly an unbalanced or resentful petty 
bourgeois, a member of a threatened, decadent nobility, or in thrall to patho- 
logical fantasies. Yet many of the comments she made about the Jews of Lon- 
don’s East End paralleled what was being said by the anti-Semites of the day. 

Webb had contributed a chapter on the Jews of London’s East End in the 
first volume of Charles Booth’s celebrated Life and Labour of the People of London, 
published in 1889. This was a period in Great Britain of intense overcrowding, 
appalling working conditions, and often outrageous exploitation of Jewish 
workers, mostly by Jewish employers. In many regards, Webb’s account may be 
described as well informed and sympathetic to the Jews she observed. She 
wrote a friend that in preparing the chapter, she had met Jews of all stations in 
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life, “and on the whole I like and respect them — I almost think I have a true 
feeling for them.”*9 On the other hand, she spoke — it seemed straight out of 
Disraeli — of the “tenacity” with which Jews preserved the “purity of their race.” 
She marveled at how the Jew from eastern Europe “suffers oppression and 
bears ridicule with imperturbable good humor,” remaining silent “in the face 
of insult and abuse.” Jews were capable of such abnegation, she concluded, as 
part of a larger Jewish strategy — “to overcome.” “Why bluster and fight when 
you may manipulate andl control in secret?” 

British politicians as different from the Webbs as Winston Churchill (who 
detested and mercilessly ridiculed her) nevertheless agreed that powerful Jews 
preferred to work behind the scenes and did so with notable success. However, 
in the Webbs’ case there was a curious twist, not present in Hobson or 
Churchill: Beatrice and Sidney Webb had great admiration for those who 
could work quietly and effectively behind the scenes; they took pride in their 
own success in doing so, in being able to manipulate others without the gen- 
eral public knowing about it. 

The extent of Beatrice Webb’s ambiguously negative impressions of Jews 
did not end there. In explaining why the most recent Jewish arrivals in Great 
Britain were so different from those Jews who had long resided in the country, 
she described the oppression Jews faced under the tsars and noted that they 
were driven into “low channels of parasitic activity”; their “superior mental 
equipment” allowed them to outsmart and exploit “their Christian fellow-sub- 
jects.” They could withstand oppression because of “the Old Testament, with 
its magnificent promises of universal dominion [and] . . . the Talmud, with its 
minute instructions as to the means of gaining it.” “The pious Israelite recog- 
nizes no obligations [aside from those in the Talmud] . . . the laws and cus- 
toms of the Christians are so many regulations to be [ostensibly] obeyed, 
evaded, and set at naught.”*! 

Webb emphasized that it was the superior intellect and flexible morality of 
the Jews that allowed them to succeed, not only in Russia but also in the East 
End. Jews were “brain workers,” whereas non-Jews were “manual workers.” 
And Jews quickly put themselves into a position in which they gained control 
of property and money, allowing them to exploit the less cunning non-Jew. 
Webb described the eastern European Jews as unaffected by considerations 
that inhibited native small-scale capitalists, such as personal reputation and 
dignity, class loyalty, or traditions of honesty in a given trade. Low-quality prod- 
ucts, ruthless competition, and exploitation of those who worked for them 
allowed Jews to succeed rapidly. She concluded, “in short, the foreign Jew 


’ Cited in Gertnide Himmelfarb, “Victorian Values, Jewish Values,” Commentary, vol. 87, no. 2, 
Feb. 1989, 25. 

© Tbid., 26. 

1 [bid., 27. 


366 ~ESAU'S TEARS 


totally ignores all social obligations.”*? In these Jewish qualities, she continued, 
were to be found the reasons for anti-Semitism: resentment over Jewish suc- 
cess, fear of Jewish power, distaste for Jewish ruthlessness. 

Webb’s description of the eastern European Jew was transparently like that 
of the “economic man,” the homo economicus of the Classical Economists, the 
wholly “rational” agent who made decisions only in terms of maximizing 
profit. Her account of the Jewish petty capitalist also resembled the general- 
ized capitalist of Marx, who, in his “On the Jewish Question,” had written that 
for the “Jew” [that is, the capitalist] “money is the jealous god . . . before 
whom no other god may exist.” Webb was determined to denounce this 
warped vision of humanity in favor of a broader, more generous, more socially 
responsible one, which would mean abandoning laissez-faire capitalism. 
Oddly, neither Webb nor Hobson paid much attention to the pronounced sec- 
ular-socialist convictions of an important part of the immigrants from Russia. 

How, then, can Webb’s account be termed “sympathetic,” even ambigu- 
ously? She praised Jews as attentive parents, reliable and diligent workers, 
charitable to their own kind. They were much less inclined to alcoholic abuse 
than workers of English or Irish background. Of course, much of what she 
admired in Jews — their discipline and secretiveness, their desire to dominate 
by slow and careful work — was seen in a different light by others. But Webb's 
purpose was not an anti-Semitic one, at least not in the sense understood at 
the tme. She wrote without anger and was not seeking to gain political advan- 
tage at their expense or even bemoaning the power Jews might come to have 
one day. Thus, she could write things that, separated from their context, might 
seem even more hostile, more persuaded of ineradicable Jewish differences. 
But the context was all-important, Beatrice Webb has not been included in his- 
tories of anti-Semitism, while Treitschke, whose actual descriptions of Jews is 
similar to hers, has. 

Even by the mid-1880s, concern about Jewish immigrants had begun to 
become a political issue in Great Britain. Many worried that the impoverished 
Jews from eastern Europe would, in their willingness to work for substandard 
wages, undermine the native British working class at a time of worldwide 
depression. Jews were described as presenting more of a danger than other 
immigrants because of the elaborate charities that had been established by 
native-born Jews: Eastern European Jews, confident that they could apply for 
aid or supplementary income from such institutions as the Jewish Board of 
Guardians, were often willing to work for less than a living wage, pushing out 
others who had no such charities to rely upon.*5 

This kind of friction between the native population and Jewish immigrants 
must finally be seen as unremarkable — a lack of friction would have been sur- 
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prising. As one historian has commented, “The complaints of [non-Jewish] 
East End residents were not simply the crude blather of ignorant xenophobes. 
Some were unfounded, but others expressed legitimate grievances against the 
newcomers.” The Jewish Chronicle stated that the Jews from eastern Europe rep- 
resented “a state of society utterly different from that which prevails in this 
country.” It was a familiar refrain, and editorial after editorial in the Jewish 
press expressed concern that these new Jews, with their profoundly reli- 
gious—nationalistic attachments, would never be able — or even want — to blend 
into English society.4 

Many native-born Jews in Great Britain had fought since the early nine- 
teenth century to dispel the charge that Jews were a distinct national group, 
incapable of whole-hearted assimilation. Now, large numbers of Jews were 
arriving who seemed strongly to corroborate that hated charge. The appear- 
ance of Zionism in the 1890s made the Jewish nationalism of the new immi- 
grants all the more upsetting to the older generation of westernized Jews. 
Prominent native-born Jews up to this point accepted the notion that they had 
reduced Gentile hostility because they had sincerely tried to become British. 
They genuinely believed that Jewish reform could remedy anti-Semitism, but 
these newcomers were not interested in reforming themselves. The hatred 
they would awaken would then inevitably extend to those native-born Jews 
who had secured a comfortable and respected position in British society.** 

The issue of what should be done about the rising tide of Jewish immigra- 
tion, debated without much passion since the mid-1880s, came to a head by 
the turn of the century. Adding to the concern about Jewish laborers working 
for substandard wages was the resentment over how Jewish immigrants were 
flooding the housing market, driving out native English. The East London 
Advertiser in 1898 complained that “the greatest industrial area in the capital 
city of Europe will be entirely populated by Yiddish-speaking aliens.” Related 
complaints were voiced that some Jewish landlords (“unscrupulous and merci- 
less”) were buying up property and turning out long-established tenants to 
make room for the more easily exploited “greeners,” the bewildered arrivals 
from eastern Europe. In addition, “Foreign Jews . . . either do not know how 
to use the latrine, water and other sanitary accommodations provided, or pre- 
fer their own semi-barbarous habits and use the floor of their rooms and pas- 
sages to deposit their filth.” 

A. T. Williams, who was associated with the British Brothers’ League, spoke 
to an angry East End crowd in January 1902: “As I walk about in your streets, I 
see names that have changed; I see good old names of tradesmen who have 
gone, and in their places are foreign names — the names of those who have 
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ousted Englishmen into the cold.” [Loud cries of “shame” and “wipe them 
out.”] Another speaker urged that a sign be put at the mouth of the Thames: 
“No rubbish to be dumped here.”*6 Ahad Ha-am concluded that “the native 
[British] population has an unbelievable contempt for them [the eastern 
European Jews], and their fellow Jews are ashamed of the connection.”9” 

From 1903 to 1905, when pogroms swept across Russia and the numbers of 
Jews seeking to escape Russia again rose dramatically, Balfour’s Conservative 
government sponsored two successive “Aliens Bills.” In principle the bills were 
directed at all immigrants, but it was widely recognized that they reflected a 
particular concern about eastern European Jews. In testimony before a royal 
commission established in 1903 to study the issue of immigration, the point 
was made time and again that national feelings among eastern European Jews 
were of an essentially different quality from those of western Jews and of other 
immigrants. It came as no surprise that the commission’s report was pes- 
simistic about the prospect of eastern European Jews becoming genuinely 
English mn the foreseeable future. 

The first bill, which failed to make it through the House of Commons in 
1904, would have given the secretary of state the power to prohibit without 
appeal the landing of any alien who fit into the following categories: those 
associated with prostitution, those likely to be a charge on public funds, those 
convicted of a serious crime in the past five years (frequently the case with 
those fleeing Russia), and those “of notoriously bad character.” The bill would 
also have given the Local Government Board the power to prevent any aliens 
from settling in areas already overcrowded owing to alien immigration. 

The Liberal Party predictably opposed the bill, basing its opposition on 
Great Britain’s long-established record of granting asylum to victims of perse- 
cution. Even many Conservatives found it difficult to support the bill because 
of its carelessness in composition. It then went to committee, and a new bill 
was introduced in 1905, which passed. That passage was unmistakably influ- 
enced by a series of intervening bye-elections in which Conservatives were 
elected by appealing to working-class fears of alien competition. But some of 
the Liberal objections to the older bill were satisfied.** Ironically, Balfour’s 
Conservative government fell within four months, and it was left to the ensu- 
ing Liberal government to enforce the bill. 

Debate on the bill in the course of 1904 and 1905 was vigorous, divisive, 
and revealing. Prime Minister Balfour was not quite the philo-Semite that 
many later believed him to be, although his attitudes to Jews defy easy catego- 
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rization. He argued that it would not be to the advantage of “the civilization of 
this country that there should be an immense body of persons who, however 
patriotic, able and industrious, . . . [by their own choice] remained a people 
apart and... only married among themselves.”°9 He also warned that if the 
Jewish population continued to rise, Great Britain might well follow “the evil 
example” of countries on the Continent with large Jewish populations by 
becoming ant-Semitic.?° 

Equally resisting easy categorization is the record of Winston Churchill. He 
was at this point in his long and varied carcer a member of the Liberal Party, 
and he depended upon the support of the sizable Jewish vote from his district 
in Manchester. In attacking the first bill, he accused Balfour’s government of 
pandering to anti-Jewish prejudice; he insisted that “English working men . . . 
do not respond in any marked degree to the anti-semitism which has dark- 
ened recent Continental history.” He added that they would not “shut out the 
stranger from the land because he is poor and in trouble.”!! But these senti- 
ments did not mesh well with some that he expressed shortly afterwards in 
parliament. During a confused set of maneuvers, prior to the bill’s being sent 
to committee, Churchill was accused of deliberate obstructionism. Already 
notorious for his intemperate outbursts and contradictory positions in parlia- 
ment, he angrily replied that the Conservative government was backing away 
from its own bill in order to appease its “wealthy Jewish supporters,” who, hid- 
den from public view, had exerted great pressure. That remark provoked a 
scene, amidst cries of “monstrous, absolutely monstrous!” from a Jewish M.P., 
Sir Harry Samuel. Shortly thereafter, the Jewish Chronicle heatedly dismissed 
Churchill's charges that Jewish money was at work in the bill’s defeat. But he 
did not back down: In November he again charged that “it is perfectly well 
known that the opposition of wealthy and influential Jews [in the Conservative 
Party] . .. has always prevented, and probably always will prevent, their passing 
such a measure into law.”#? 

The passage of the revised 1905 law did not radically limit the number of 
Jews coming into Great Britain in the next decade. Nor did the bill significandy 
poison relations between British Jews and the Conservative Party. Other issues, 
however, did act as more significant irritants. Prominent among them was the 
changing attitude to tsarist Russia. A formal entente between Russia and Great 
Bnitain was arrived at in 1907, and in numerous ways leading British represen- 
tatives sought to reduce tensions with Russia in the ensuing years. Such efforts 
ran contrary to the policy of Jewish activists like Lucien Wolf, who carried on a 
vigorous campaign against Russia’s treatment of its Jewish subjects. With 
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increasing frequency, Wolf was publicly accused of putting Jewish over British 
interests. He and other British Jews were, similarly, suspected of sympathies for 
Germany, in part because of their many contacts with German-speaking Jews in 
Jewish defense issues (such contacts were notable, for example, in the Beilis 
Affair of 1911-1913). Wolf was even accused of accepting money from Ger- 
many’s foreign office. 

Such charges came mostly from the nght and extreme right in Britain. Leo 
Maxse, the editor of the National Review, became obsessed with the threat from 
Germany, and he believed that many Jews in Britain favored appeasement of 
the Germans. He denounced the Jewish-owned press in Britain as the “Pots- 
dam Press,” which, he charged, “knowingly or unknowingly, is wirepulled in 
the interests of Germany . . . largely by . . . cosmopolitan Jews who repay the 
excessive hospitality they enjoy here by . . . ‘working for the King of Prussia.’” 
Other articles in the journal spoke of “Hebrew journalists at the beck and call 
of German diplomats.”*+ Maxse’s obsessions aside, there were indeed many 
prominent Jews in Britain of German origin who retained German contacts 
and who promoted the cause of Anglo-German friendship. More broadly, in 
the pacifist movement there were, in the words of Elie Haleévy, “a disquietingly 
large proportion of German or German Jewish names,” including Lucien Wolf, 
Sir John Brunner, Sir Alfred Mond, Sir Edgar Speyer, and Sir Ernest Cassel.1® 

Concurrently, many prominent non-Jewish figures, across the political spec- 
trum, spoke up in favor of a less moralistic, more equitable attitude to Russia, 
implicitly critical of the emotional anti-Russian crusades of Wolf and others. 
One noted apologist for Russia, also a celebrated historian of the country, Sir 
Bernard Pares, condemned the tsarist police in the pogroms of 1906 but also 
noted that given the number of assassinations of police officials by Jews, the 
actions of the police were somewhat understandable.*© By the eve of the war, 
an intensifying debate about attitudes to the Russian Empire could be fol- 
lowed in the pages of the British press. Such prominent figures as H. G. Wells 
praised Russia. To the outrage of activists like Wolf, the London Times intro- 
duced panegyric Russian “supplements” and played down the anti-Semitism of 
the government, or at least so Wolf charged. He blamed the editor-in-chief, 
Henry Wickam Steed, professing to be especially appalled by Wickam Steed’s 
article, “Russia and her Jews,” of June 5, 1914; it contained arguments, Wolf 
charged, that even overt anti-Semites had long abandoned.*” 

But the bitterness of these exchanges was finally of a different quality from 
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comparable exchanges on the Continent. Wickham Steed may not have pre- 
sented matters as men like Wolf wanted to see them, but most Jews in Great 
Britain continued to recognize that their situation was fundamentally different 
from that of virtually all Jews on the Continent. Even Maxse denied that his 
journal was properly considered anti-Semitic, since he did not attack Jews as 
Jews; he emphasized that he had “the greatest respect” for some Jews. The 
British Brothers’ League similarly denied a racial hostility to Jews. Neither 
denial was particularly credible, but that such denials were made so repeatedly 
and with such passion says something about how unacceptable anti-Semitism, 
at least in politics, still was in Great Britain at this time. Arnold White, in testi- 
fying before the Royal Commission in 1903, spoke of “the dreaded charge of 
anti-semitism [which] ... in these days spells ruin to most people.”#8 

After the outbreak of war, in spite of some explosive charges that Wolf and 
others remained favorable to Germany, Britsh Jews would have reason to reaf- 
firm their “exceptional” situation. Indeed, to offer such ample narrative of the 
various tensions between Jews and non-Jews in Great Britain in the Edwardian 
period may give an inappropriately negative impression of the actual state of the 
relationship. But these tensions help one to understand how Jews in Germany 
could look around and feel that their condition was no worse, and possibly bet- 
ter, than in most countries of Europe, even in the liberal model, Great Britain. 


The United States: Still “Exceptional”? 


The numbers of Jews finding refuge in the United States greatly 
exceeded those going to Great Britain, and the influx remained steady, with 
minor ups and downs, until 1914. Most of America’s leaders continued to be 
receptive to immigrants, arguing that the country needed a rapidly growing 
population to fill its vast spaces and to work in its expanding industries. It is a 
sign of this continuing acceptance that by the turn of the century, a number of 
Jewish leaders were publicly articulating claims about American exceptional- 
ism that went even further than those made earlier in the century. They 
claimed that not only was America a land of unusual freedom and toleration 
but also that American ideals and Jewish ideals had a deep kinship, exceeding 
that of any modern nation. Supreme Court Justice Louis Brandeis argued that 
the “fundamentals of American law, namely life, liberty, and the pursuit of 
happiness are all essentially Judaistic and have been taught by [Jews] for thou- 
sands of years.”49 

Rhetorical exaggerations concerning this kinship were undoubtedly made, 
both by Jewish and non-Jewish leaders, and the openly expressed attitudes of 
Jews and non-Jews to one another naturally varied according to the audience 
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and the occasion. A most revealing example of how a particular historical 
occasion could influence what was publicly expressed about Jews can be seen 
in American reactions to the Kishinev massacres in Russia in 1903. 

The preceding two decades had seen a rising alarm in some quarters about 
the mass migration of Jews out of Russia, but with the news of the pogrom 
there was a remarkably unanimous outpouring of moral indignation against 
Russia’s leaders, accompanied by fulsome praise for Jews as desirable citizens. 
Sermon after sermon, editorial after editorial, political speech after pohtical 
speech praised the Jews as sober, productive, and “inoffensive” (a telling and 
frequently used adjective). 

One editorial concluded that “the Jews of Russia are persecuted now 
because they talk in Russia as our forefathers talked here in 1776."5° Other 
editorials expressed utter puzzlement as to why any country would want to per- 
secute and drive out those people who “have the money, who are the money 
lenders and the money savers.” One noted that Spain’s decline began with its 
expulsion of the Jews.5! The Jews of Russia, one might have concluded from 
these scores of editorials and sermons, were brothers under-the-skin and cul- 
tural kin to Americans. 

There was important symbolism in President Theodore Roosevelt’s meet- 
ing, following upon the Kishinev pogrom, with a Jewish delegation. He 
expressed deep sympathy for the Jewish victims in Russia and delivered a 
speech full of praise for Jews. The secretary of state at the me, John Hay, also 
commonly made pro-Jewish public statements. Both of them, like many promi- 
nent American politicians, had established intimate contacts with leading 
American Jews.°? 

On the other hand, many of the ruling elite in America at this time, Hay in 
particular, were known to make disparaging private remarks about Jews. Roo- 
sevelt was a strong believer in an Anglo-Saxon America and attacked the idea 
of “hyphenated” Americans. Still, it would have been unthinkable for Nicholas 
II or Plehve to have offered similar praise. Roosevelt emphasized with obvious 
pride that no major power, including Great Britain, had been so diligent as 
the United States in protecting the rights of Jews. He made a special point of 
how one of his most valiant officers in the Spanish-American War was Jewish 
and of how when he was chief of police in New York, many of his most valued 
officers were Jews.°3 

These statements of mutual admiration reached a crescendo in the celebra- 
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tions held on Thanksgiving Day 1905 to commemorate the 250th anniversary 
of the settlement of Jews in North America. Many non-Jewish dignitaries, 
including the governor of New York, addressed the various assemblages, and 
President Roosevelt sent a letter, noting that even in the colonial period Jews 
had been essential to the “upbuilding of this country.” Jacob Schiff, chairing 
the meeting in New York, hammered home the point that Jews “are justified in 
the claim that this is our country.” Jews throughout the world, he intoned, 
look “longingly and hopefully toward these shores.” Other speakers recalled 
the tradition of the Pilgrims, who, they claimed, had come to America to 
assure that there would always be a shelter for the poor and persecuted.*4 

But such celebratory episodes of Jewish—Gentile relations need to be mea- 
sured against less auspicious developments. By the turn of the century prob- 
lems of a more profound and lasting sort for Jews began to emerge in the 
United States. The mostly latent hostility, the potentials of existing negative 
stereotypes and religious imagery, now began to connect more solidly and 
abundantly with objective problems, with real conflict between Jews and non- 
Jews. Not only were hundreds of thousands of Jews from eastern Europe mov- 
ing into the country, but the earlier Jewish immigrants, the upwardly mobile 
and often sensationally successful German Jews, started to move as never 
before into the terrain of older Anglo-American elites. Newly rich Jews also 
began to compete with newly rich Gentiles for positions in high society, and 
the Gentile nouveaux riches were apparently even less inclined than the older 
American elites to mix socially with Jews. 

A palpable, now more irritating Jewish presence began to be a more impor- 
tant reality in the United States, particularly on the eastern seaboard in areas 
of considerable Jewish density, such as in New York. Jews and Gentiles began 
to compete as never before for positions in boardrooms and resort hotels, fac- 
tories and neighborhoods. Trade union leaders feared that the new eastern 
European arrivals would take the jobs of American workers and lower wages. 
Liberals and progressives, concerned with issues of public morality, feared 
political corruption, bossism, and a swelling of the ranks of the Democratic 
Party (three closely related phenomena in their eyes). Urban gangs and orga- 
nized crime were cause for further alarm. Social conservatives pointed to the 
Marxists and anarchists among the immigrants, especially among the Jews and 
the Italians. 

In America, as in Europe, those challenged by the Jews were tempted by 
pre-existing anti-Semitic images and fantasies, but in America there was so 
far relatively little about the response to Jewish-Gentile conflict that was fun- 
damentally different from ordinary or real conflict, as found in all groups. It 
is difficult, in other words, to see how inherited hostile imagery about Jews 
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significantly intensified Gentile—Jewish conflict in the United States. Nor 
does it seem justified to speak of anti-Semitic ideology, linked to mass move- 
ments, as appearing at this time. 

A few qualifications to those general remarks need to be registered, how- 
ever. Just as many European intellectuals bemoaned the advent of a materialis- 
tic industrial society, so now American intellectuals, usually part of the older 
Anglo-American elites, began to express a basically aesthetic revulsion from 
what was happening to their country. Whereas Jefferson had known only a 
small number of Jews and had extended a friendly hand to them, Henry 
Adams, a man of roughly comparable intellectual eminence, saw large and 
rapidly growing numbers of them in the late nineteenth century and disliked 
what he saw. Among those he could scarcely ignore was the husband of his sis- 
ter — a Jew had became a member of the Adams clan. 

Adams, a member of a venerable American family, felt shunted aside by an 
emerging industrial America, the rise of new money, and mass society. More- 
over, that society deeply offended his aesthetic sensibilities. He seemed at 
times consumed with hatred for “infernal Jewry,” and that hatred was inextri- 
cably mixed into his aesthetic concerns about modernization in America. He 
believed that “we are in the hands of the Jews. They can do what they please 
with our values. . . .”°5 

However, Adams was widely considered to be a crank on this particular 
issue; his complaints never attracted the same attention that parallel com- 
plaints of anti-Semitic antimodernists in Europe did. His remarks on Jews were 
mostly private and often ambiguous (“The atmosphere [in 1914] really has 
become a Jew atmosphere. It is curious and evidently good for some people, 
but it isolates me. . .. We seem to be more Jewish every day.”)5® He did not try 
to bring his anti-Semitic ideas into the political arena or to transform them 
into action; his was not the crusading or populist anti-Semitism of a Drumont 
or a Krushevan, nor did it have the texture to be seen in the writings of Barrés, 
Treitschke, or even Pobedonostsev. Similar remarks hold for other American 
anti-Semitic Brahmins, such as James Russell Lowell, who saw Jewish machina- 
tions everywhere and exclaimed that the rise of the Jews to world power was 
driving him mad. But when he began to rant about the Jews, he was more 
often mocked than respectfully listened to.5” 

Other prominent Americans of Adams’s and Lowell's class, such as William 
James or Witham Dean Howells, were forthright critics of anti-Semitism.5° 
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Howells warmly supported the work of aspiring Jewish authors, earning deep- 
felt gratitude from many of them. Even Henry James, inclined to a distant, 
condescending snobbery in relation to Jews, did not stoop to viciousness. On 
returning to the United States from England in 1907, he was bewildered by 
the changes he saw. American cities looked “alien” to him, especially New 
York, which he termed “New Jerusalem.” Yet he was-willing to grant that the 
emerging culture in his homeland might become “the most beautiful on the 
globe and the very music of humanity,” even if it was profoundly different 
from the English culture that he and others of his class saw as originally and 
most genuinely American.°9 

At the end of the nineteenth century the structures of America’s economy, 
as most of the economies of Europe, were shifting in ways that threatened as 
never before the welfare of those involved in small-scale production, above all 
small family farms in the South and West. Imagery that laid blame on the Jews 
for these developments, with potential connections to long-standing anti- 
Semitic fantasies, started to appear and to take on an uglier tone, especially 
following the depression that hit with unprecedented fury in 1893-1894. 
Unemployment rose to record levels in the cities as did bankruptcies and 
ruined farms in the countryside. 

The clestitute eastern European Jews who were arriving in such unprece- 
dented numbers were no less shocking in hygiene, manners, and religious 
practices to Americans than they were to western Europeans in the same years. 
Secretary of State Walter Quintin Gresham declared them “degraded and 
undesirable persons, unfitted in many respects for absorption into our body 
politic.”®' Undoubtedly, a larger percentage of them than Jewish immigrants 
in years past wanted as little as possible to do with the general American popu- 
lation. Nonetheless, many eastern European Jews soon merged into American 
society with unbounded enthusiasm. In the end, the overwhelming majority of 
them assimilated in one way or another, but not before a long and painful 
process of adjustment, on their side certainly more extensive and painful than 
on the side of non-Jewish Americans. 

In America as elsewhere openly expressed dismay at the manners and 
beliefs of eastern European Jews was often more pronounced among the 
established Jewish population than among the Genules. There was as well an 
economic chasm between these two Jewish communities; they would remain 
distant from one another until the mid-twentieth century. Jews from eastern 
Europe often brought with them a particular distaste for rich Jews because of 
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the way the Jewish upper bourgeoisie in Russia had cooperated with the 
authorities. To that was added an aversion on the part of the garrulous Russian 
Jews to the stiff manners and aura of superiority of German Jews. 

German Jews in America often shared the racist views of the surrounding 
society, including a belief in the racial inferiority of eastern and southern 
Europeans. Eastern European Jews were not welcome in German-Jewish 
country clubs, even when they could afford them. Ironically, Jews from eastern 
Europe were shunned socially by German Jews in much the same way that 
German Jews were shunned by Anglo—Amenican elites. Such mvidious straufi- 
cations occur in all societies, but the treatment by German Jews of Russian 
Jews undermined the moral basis for their own indignation when they expert 
enced exclusion at the hands of Gentile elites. 

On the other hand, charities of great importance and variety were orga- 
nized by German Jews to benefit the newly arriving Jews and to speed their 
integration into American society. As one Jewish observer put it, the 
German-Jewish elite did what it could to americanize the new arrivals, yet 
“despised them cordially.” Even when racism was not predominant, many 
Americans, Jews among them, feared an array of social evils arriving with the 
new immigrants. 

Sull, among the eastern and southern European immigrants, to say nothing 
of those from Asia, Jews probably had the most favorable press. At the time of 
Kishiney, the Jews were described in a Wisconsin newspaper as a “thrifty, ener- 
getic, far-seeing race,” whereas “their Slavic neighbors [are] too sodden with 
drink and too bestial by nature to take any thought for the morrow.”¢ Twelve 
years earlier, in 1891, when President Benjamin Harrison had expressed his 
“serious concern” about the estimated one million “Hebrews” that would be 
coming to the United States in the next few years, he nevertheless remarked 
that “the Hebrew is never a beggar; he has always kept the law. . . even under 
severe and oppressive civil restrictions.”®5 

Many American editors, even in defending the Jews, implicitly and unwit- 
tingly accepted a point made by many Russian nationalists and government 
officials (or, indeed, left-wingers like Hobson and Beatrice Webb): that the 
peasants were no match for the Jews and would inevitably come under their 
power. The Commercial Gazette of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, for example, in an 
editorial that strongly condemned the civil inequahties of the Jews in Russia, 
noted that “In competition with the weak and thriftless Russian peasant, the 
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Jew acquires all the trade and prosperity." A few years earlier, Mark Twain, in 
a light-spirited article that was obviously intended to praise the Jews and 
counter anti-Semitic charges, had written that it would be wise for Gentiles to 
prevent the establishment of a Jewish state: “It will not be well to let that race 
find out its strength. If horses knew theirs, we should not be able to ride any 
more.” He similarly commented that in the Mississippi valley, the Jews were 
just like the Yankees; both were able to outsmart and exploit the poor whites 
and blacks. Twain wrote at some length concerning the intellectual superiority 
of the Jewish race to the non-Jewish. That Jews should be disliked was no sur- 
prise to him, for the Jew “is substantially a foreigner wherever he may be, and 
even the angels dislike a foreigner.”67 

Even more surprising was how much prominent Jewish leaders in America 
seemed to corroborate what Russian officials maintained about Russia’s Jewish 
population: It was disdainful of others, religiously fanatical, and bent on domi- 
nation. Isaac Mayer Wise said that it was “impossible . . . to identify ourselves 
with that half-civilized orthodoxy,” and Emma Lazarus, whose poem was 
placed at the base of the Statue of Liberty, was not so sure about the huddled 
masses of Jews from Russia. She suggested that another place, not America, 
should be found for that unappealing “mass of semi-Orientals, Kabbalists, and 
Hassidim.”68 Walter Lippmann wrote that Jews had “many distressing personal 
and social habits . . . selected by a bitter history and intensified by a pharisaical 
theology.” He believed that if American universities were to take in more than 
15 percent Jews, the result would be a “disaster.” 

Ethnic riots occurred in America in the troubled years around the turn of 
the century, but they were directed against Italians and Chinese, not Jews. 
The characteristic form of American “pogrom,” lynchings of blacks, occurred 
with great regularity and stomach-turning brutality. Nineteen Italians were 
lynched in Louisiana in the 1890s, apparently because they fraternized with 
blacks.7° Many of the editorial writers in 1903, on the occasion of the 
Kishinev pogrom, were obviously troubled by the similarities between Russia 
and America in regard to such violence. They were quick to dismiss as inaccu- 
rate and unfair any suggestions that the two countries suffered from similar 
problems, since the authorities in the United States did not encourage these 
actions (an assertion that certainly might be contested in terms of local 
authorities). 
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What particularly irked many American editorial writers was that the Russ- 
ian ambassador to the United States, in responding to the criticism of his 
country surrounding the Kishinev pogrom, had freely recognized that the 
lower orders in the Russian Empire, when driven to frenzy by race and reli- 
gious hatred and when under the influence of alcohol, were capable of vio- 
lence — “just like Americans.” He observed that Americans had recently 
lynched blacks or attacked unpopular minorities in many parts of the country 
- and in numbers that significantly exceeded the number of Jews that were 
killed or injured at Kishinev. 

The closest that Jews in America at this ime experienced to riots against 
them was in New York City in July 1902. In this case, the Jews themselves had 
violently attacked a factory whose mostly Irish workers had insulted a Jewish 
funeral in progress. Called in to restore order, the police officers, also mostly 
Irish, themselves went out of control. One Jewish observer lamented shortly 
afterwards that “it was a thing that even a Russian, with all his dislike of our 
people, would have been ashamed of.””! The Jews in this instance were pro- 
voked beyond measure, but there was no little symbolism in the episode: The 
old stereotype of the cowed and defenseless Jew was increasingly being chal- 
lenged, replaced by an image of an active and self-respecting Jewish citizen 
who was unafraid to stand up and fight for his dignity. The episode also 
reflected real issues between two ethnic groups, the Irish, established in the 
city, and the Jews, who were rapidly increasing in numbers and threatening to 
change the character of the Lower East Side in ways that were unacceptable to 
the Irish. In broad outlines it paralleled the conflict in cities such as Vienna, 
Paris, Berlin, Kiev, and Kishinev. A key difference, again, was the relatively 
unimportant linkage of ideological fantasy in the United States. 

While the mesh or fit of inherited Jewish manners and traditions with 
native American manners and traditions was extensive, it was by no means per- 
fect. In a few regards there were deep-rooted differences, ones that began to 
become more visible by the late nineteenth century. Respect for heavy manual 
labor, in particular for working the land with one’s own hands, was a central 
American virtue. Such respect was not a prominent part of the European Jew- 
ish tradition, both for what might be termed cultural-religious reasons”? and 
for reasons having to do with history: that is, the Jews’ own preference since 
ancient times for trade and mobile occupations, linked to the restrictions 
imposed on Jews in many areas concerning ownership of land. Americans who 
worked the land, like the peasantry of Europe, were inclined to think of their 
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labor as both real and honest. The work of men who sold the goods produced 
by others was suspect, and even more suspect were the moneylenders, 
bankers, and financiers. 

Such perceptions and reasoning were central to European democratic radi- 
calism and to socialism. In the United States distrust of those who manipu- 
lated money rather than doing “honest” work was one of the points of depar- 
ture for the Populist movement, which gained an ardent following in the 
depression years of the 1890s around the themes of protecting the small 
farmer against the incursions of “Money Power” and the “international Gold 
Ring.” American Populists were similar to the Christian social movements in 
Europe at the turn of the century; important parallels with the republicanism 
of the Paris shopkeepers can also be seen.”3 A debate raged for some time 
among American historians about how much the Populists, like the parallel 
movements in Europe, were anti-Semitic. 

Without delving into the intricacies of the debate,” it is clear that a few 
Populist leaders attacked Jews and that the mass of increasingly impoverished 
small southern and western farmers during the 1890s were aroused by Pop- 
ulist denunciations of financiers, such as the Rothschilds, as well as other pow- 
ers in the international and American economy, such as the (non-Jewish) 
Rockefellers and Morgans. In this area, potential for anti-Jewish feeling, and 
for a linkage of real conflict and ideological fantasy about Jews, had always 
existed; that potential now began to be realized, especially among the dirt 
farmers who were desperately clinging to their land but who found the market 
price for their produce steadily declining. For them modern times were 
undoubtedly threatening. As in Europe, the visibility of Jews as symbols of mar- 
ket forces was increasing, and for uneducated and despairing farmers the Jew- 
ish financier was an obvious, tempting target. Such farmers could easily share 
Henry Adams’s perception: Their country was being taken over by un-Amert- 
can, parasitic Jews. 

It is by no means clear, however, that large numbers of small farmers in 
America actually saw things in such terms or that many of them turned to anti- 
Semitic ideologists who were capable of supplying focus and coherence to 
their resentments. About as close as any major American writer or thinker in 
the late nineteenth century came to formulating a modern anti-Semitic ideol- 
ogy, of being an American equivalent to Marr, Drumont, or Krushevan, was 
Ignatius Donnelly (1831-1901), a prominent figure in the Populist move- 
ment and author of the ringing preamble of the party platform in 1892. 

In the middle years of the century Donnelly had served in Minnesota as 
lieutenant governor, as congressman, and as member of the state legislature. 
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He edited the weekly Anti-Monopolist in the late 1870s and the Populist Repre- 
sentative in the 1880s. His political and literary interests ranged widely, includ- 
ing works on Bacon and Shakespeare, but his best-known work was the novel 
Caesar’s Column (1891), in which he set forth his views on the destructive role 
of the Jews in the modern world. 

Donnelly has sometimes been dismissed as an eccentric, “the prince of 
cranks.” Yet there was genuine content to his thought, and his attitude to Jews 
was more complex and even ambiguously sympathetic than brief resumes of 
his work might suggest. Donnelly portrayed the Jews in social Darwinistic 
terms: They were tough, having survived centuries of persecution; they had 
now become “as merciless to the Christian as the Christian had been to 
them.”” However, Donnelly was not a racist, since he saw Jewish character as 
formed by history. He did not develop that historical perspective with the acu- 
ity of a Barrés, but it was nevertheless different from the simple racist deter- 
minism of many European anti-Semites. Donnelly was a man of some learning, 
and, like Barrés or Schonerer, his sympathy for the downtrodden was genuine. 
He worked long and hard to help the common people.’ 

In most regards the images of Jews developed in Donnelly’s book were sim1- 
lar to those already frequently described: contempt for non-Jews, uncontrol- 
lable greed, lust for power, secretiveness, and indifference to national alle- 
giance. But one of the tmages stands out in Donnelly’s writings: the Jew as 
lecherous, lusting after Gentile women. Donnelly’s Jewish villain, Prince 
Cabano, hungers for the Anglo-Saxon woman, Estella Washington. 

It is difficult to know how widespread or widely believed such images were 
around the turn of the century in America, but they popped up in sometimes 
surprising quarters, not simply in the fictionalized imaginings of Donnelly. 
E. A. Ross, a prominent Progressive and highly respected sociologist, wrote in 
1914 that “pleasure-loving Jewish businessmen .. . pursue Gentile girls,” which 
“excites bitter comment.””” In Great Britain there were similar rumblings 
about “Yiddish gorillas” who preyed upon Gentile women. One writer com- 
plained that “no Jew is more of a hero to his fellow tribesmen than one who 
can boast of having accomplished the ruin of some friendless, unprotected 
Christian girl.” He concluded that Jews were “probably the most lecherous 
breed in existence.””8 

This negative stereotype, associated as it was with sexuality in an epoch of 
sexual repression, was almost by definition one that could not be openly dis- 
cussed. Even today determining its appeal as a fantasy is difficult. Some 
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observers have argued that fear of Jewish sexuality explains the special vehe- 
mence and irrationality of Hitler’s ant-Semitism,” and related fears unques- 
tionably played an important role in Nazi propaganda against Jews.®? Even 
among Jewish observers the sexuality of Jewish males and their alleged special 
attraction to non-Jewish females have been perennial topics. The longed-for 
goldene shikse (golden Gentile girl) is a central theme in best-selling fiction by 
American Jews®! and appears even in such unexpected places as the life of 
Chain Weizmann, the Zionist leader and first president of Israel.82 It played a 
key role in what many consider the most important outburst of anti-Semitism 
in American history before World War I. 


The Leo Frank Affair 


In the spring of 1913 Leo Frank, the manager and part owner of a pen- 
cil factory in Atlanta, Georgia, was accused of murdering a fourteen-year-old 
employee, Mary Phagan. The case developed dizzying complexities, but what 
caused special excitement in the Frank case were intumations of sexual perver- 
sity on his part. (He had allegedly killed Mary when she refused to give into 
demands for “perverse” sex.) Another peculiarity of the case was that a black 
employee of Frank’s, Jim: Conley — most likely the actual murderer — testified 
against Frank, and Conley’s testimony was accepted against that of Frank, 
which represented an almost unprecedented development in the South, 
where the word of a white was almost always accepted over that of a black. 

Many in the North concluded that Frank’s arrest and conviction were the 
result of anti-Semitic prejudice. On the other hand, many in Georgia believed 
that Frank, with powerful evidence against him (Conley’s testimony was only 
one element of it), was using his wealth and his connections to escape the 
hangman, once he had been convicted. The case became much envenomed 
with the entry of Tom Watson, a popular politician in Georgia, who may be 
described as the closest approximation in American history before World War 
I to someone who used anti-Semitism as a political device. He charged that “a 
gigantic conspiracy of Big Money” was at work to free a rich “Sodomite.” He 
described Frank as belonging to “the Jewish aristocracy,” adding that “it was 
determined by the rich Jews that no aristocrat of their race should die for the 
death of a working-class Genule.”8% 

Frank’s innocence was less clear at the time of the trial than many accounts 
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have suggested. Similarly, anti-Semitism seems to have been of marginal 
importance in both his arrest and cqnviction. Many who were not anti-Semites 
firmly believed in Frank’s guilt. More important in explaining the widespread 
hostility to Frank in Georgia were his northern origins, his wealth, and his 
position as “capitalist exploiter” in a factory with mostly impoverished south- 
ern woman as employees. His Jewishness mixed into each of these in ways that 
are impossible to untangle. But it seems clear that, as was the case with Drey- 
fus, Frank’s stiff and distant personality had a great deal to do with the way his 
accusers jumped to conclusions. Similarly, his odd physical appearance, his 
strange reticences, and the contradictions of his initial remarks to the police — 
to say nothing of the damning and graphic testimony of Conley and others — 
made it easier for people to continue to believe him guilty. His trial was not 
quite the travesty of justice that many have believed it to be, but on the other 
hand, there were enough holes in the prosecution’s case that Frank’s guilt was 
not demonstrated beyond a reasonable doubt. 

But the notion of innocence beyond a reasonable doubt was not one that 
much spoke to a large proportion of Georgia’s population from 1913 to 1915, 
and it did not speak loudly enough to his jurors. Many were convinced that a 
sexual pervert, a “monster,” had been caught by the police and deserved to be 
put to death. When Frank’s lawyers launched a series of appeals, hoping to 
commute his sentence and ultimately to prove his innocence, “Mary’s people,” 
the common people in Georgia, saw only scheming, high-priced lawyers and 
Jewish money used to bribe politicians and influence newspapers. 

At the last hour, after repeated and fruitless appeals to higher courts, the 
governor of the state, John M. Slaton, commuted Frank’s death sentence, pro- 
voking outrage and violent demonstrations. Slaton received over a thousand 
death threats; it was widely believed that he had either given in to Jewish pres- 
sure or had been otherwise corrupted by Jewish money. The truth was that he 
had made a careful study of the trial and perceived many flaws in the prosecu- 
tion’s case that even Frank’s lawyers — who were among the best legal minds in 
the South — had somehow missed. 

Outside of Georgia, as the case gained national visibility, widespread sympa- 
thy for Frank was expressed. He received at final count close to a hundred 
thousand letters of sympathy in jail, and prominent figures throughout the 
country, including governors of other states, U.S. senators, clergymen, univer- 
sity presidents, and labor leaders, spoke up in his defense. Thousands of peti- 
tions im his favor, containing over a million signatures, flowed in. 

But this sympathy was not enough to save Frank’s life. In July 1915 at the 
prison farm where he was incarcerated, a convicted murderer cut Frank's 
throat with a kitchen knife. Only the speedy intervention of a surgeon, himself 
serving a life sentence for the murder of his wife, saved Frank’s life.84 Scarcely 
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had Frank’s wounds healed when he was spirited from the prison, in a daring 
commando-like operation, by a group calling itself “the Knights of Mary Pha- 
gan.” They took Frank to the site of Mary’s grave and hung him there until he 
was dead. Tom Watson expressed satisfaction: “In putting the Sodomite mur- 
derer to death” the Knights had “done what the Sheriff should have done. .. . 
Georgia is not for sale to rich criminals.”85 

Yet, however horrifying the lynching of Leo Frank, however much it and 
the events surrounding it stood in flagrant violation of the ideals of American 
democracy, it is still a fair question whether the Frank Affair represented a vic- 
tory, in a deeper sense, for the forces of anti-Semitism in the United States, or 
even in the South. It may be argued that the Frank Affair contributed to the 
articulation and dissemination of an American variety of anti-Semitic ideology, 
particularly as expressed by Tom Watson, but to speak of a gathering storm of 
anti-Semitism in the United States makes little sense. And it should not be 
overlooked that those agitating for Frank’s death, Watson included, made no 
suggestion that Jews in general should be attacked or that Jews should be put 
under some sort of special legal control. 

To be sure, there is much evidence of rising tension between Jews and Gen- 
tiles in the United States, with some sharp ups and downs, from the 18gos 
until the early 1950s. Watson would be followed by men like Henry Ford and 
Father Charles Coughlin, who attracted a following throughout the United 
States and who made more solid connections with mainline anti-Semitic tradi- 
tions. Yet even their anti-Semitism paled in comparison with that found in 
Europe. It is indicative of American reality that Ford, a man whom Hitler and 
the Nazis lionized, finally backed away from his anti-Semitism, even openly 
apologized for it.86 There is little reason to believe that he gained in popularity 
because of his anti-Semitism and much evidence that he distanced himself 
from it in part because of the popular disfavor it incurred. 

In America, as in Europe, one might more accurately speak of a rising tide 
against anti-Semitism, one that paralleled, opposed, and stifled efforts of the 
anti-Semites to organize and to spread their ideas. Mobilization and institu- 
tionalization of forces opposed to anti-Semitism in the prewar world, especially 
by Jews, were in certain regards even more impressive in the United States 
than in Europe.®’ The Frank Affair did not play a major role in initially galva- 
nizing these forces, since they had begun to organize a number of years before 
his arrest. Moreover, in the Frank Affair there was no clear-cut victory, as there 
was in France and Russia. The forces that came together to oppose Frank’s 
conviction did not go on to win power in congress, as the Dreyfusards did in 
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the French Chamber of*Deputies, nor was there violent revolution against 


tee 


Still, the Frank Affair touched on basic issues of American identity in a most 
painful way and almost demanded expressions of regret as expiation. This was, 


those who supported anti-Semitism, as in Russia. 


after all, the country whose president, just a decade before, had boasted that 
no other county in the world had done so much to protect the rights of Jews. 
It was, to say the least, awkward that in the same year that Mendel Beilis was 
freed by a jury of peasants — and was cheered as national hero by millions of 
ordinary Russians — a jury of middle-class Americans, in an atmosphere of 
mob violence, found Leo Frank guilty, and subsequently he was lynched by an 
organization of “respectable” citizens. 

Americans from many backgrounds had abundantly expressed their indig- 
nation at the pogrom at Kishinev. They had expressed outrage over Beilis’s 
arrest, and there had been an enormous outpouring of sympathy for Dreyfus in 
America. The sympathy expressed for Frank was unquestionably more broad 
based in the United States than the hatred for him personally; those who spoke 
out against anti-Semitism at this ime outnumbered by far those who sought to 
exploit it. Those who called for a new trial were more prominent and incompa- 
rably more numerous than those agitating for his execution. If we can accept 
the paradoxical conclusion that the Kishinev pogrom marked a rising Jewish 
combativeness, it is no less paradoxically accurate to conclude that the reaction 
to the Frank Affair underlined the existence of a more friendly environment 
for Jews, in the sense that their enemies were weaker than in other countries, 
their friends more willing to identify openly with the struggle for toleration and 
decency in regard to their fellow Jewish citizens. 

By the time of the Frank Affair American Jews who were long-time residents 
had come to appreciate more than ever before the dilemmas and ambiguities 
of life among the Gentiles, but they hardly concluded that the future was 
impossibly bleak. As influential Jews saw it, anti-Semitism had raised its ugly 
head in the Frank Affair, but it had been widely discredited. Jews were obliged 
to recognize once again what had always been obvious, that they had numer- 
ous and powerful enemies. But they also had numerous and powerful friends. 
Or, if that overstates the matter, Jews could take some comfort in the fact that 
their enemies faced even more powerful enemies — who, to be sure, were not 
always whole-hearted friends of the Jews. 

Such twisted formulations, even more appropriate for the situation in 
France and Russia, are often necessary to suggest the ambiguous texture of 
Gentle—Jewish relationships, but the “Zionist lessons” of the Frank Affair were 
even less persuasive to the overwhelming majority of American Jews than were 
those lessons in the Dreyfus Affair for French Jews. In Russia, of course, the 
spread of Zionism much predated the Beilis Affair, but even there, where by 
the eve of World War I it had won over many more followers than in the West, 
it attracted only a minority of the total Jewish population. French Jews felt so 
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confident after the victory of the Dreyfusards that a major French—Jewish jour- 
nal commented, “in giving birth to the Dreyfus Affair, anti-Semitism had 
died.”88 Lucien Wolfe, it will be recalled, had reached similar conclusions in 
his article for the Encyclopedia Britannica. Much the same can be said for the 
attitudes of Jews in the rest of western and most of central Europe, where, as a 
leading scholar has stated, “relative security and well-being characterized the 
middle classes, and [where] the differences which had rent apart nations like 
France seemed to have ended in compromise.”*? Some Jewish observers, in 
utter contrast to Herzl, went as far as to argue that the Dreyfus Affair had ult- 
mately had a positive effect, in that anti-Semitism had been fatally exposed: It 
was not directed really or exclusively at Jews but rather at tolerance, at 
humane, modern values more generally, and thus all people of good will had 
an interest in combating it. 

Even in Atlanta, where the Jewish community was deeply shaken by the 
Frank Affair and where Jewish leaders long opposed efforts to rehabilitate 
Frank because of the hostility such efforts might revive, Jews continued to 
move into the city in numbers no less impressive than before the Frank Affair. 
The Jewish population of Atlanta more than doubled by the end of World War 
II and quadrupled by 1968.°! In the long run, the economic opportunities in 
the city outweighed any reputation it had for being anti-Semitic. Similarly, a 
leading historian of French Jewry has remarked on how little the Dreyfus 
Affair seemed to affect native French Jews in the long run. Rather than aban- 
doning their belief in assimilation, they “remained practically unchanged, and 
the most important anti-Semitic crisis of nineteenth-century France appeared 
as only a ripple in the smooth course of Jewish life in that country.”9? We have 
seen as well how Jews continued to move into Vienna in great numbers while 
Lueger was mayor. 

The world before 1914 was still a basically hopeful one, whatever the 
brooding of intellectual and artistic elites. But that world was soon to change 
drastically. Even as Leo Frank was being lynched, hundreds of thousands of 
young men were falling in senseless slaughter across the Atiantic. The cata- 
clysmic and brutal decade between 1914 and 1924 would transform, as noth- 
ing so far had, the relations of Jews and Gentiles, in both Europe and Amer- 
ica. Those events would also transform the way that subsequent generations 
viewed the decades immediately preceding the Great War. 
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—=PART FOUR 


A DECADE OF WAR 
AND REVOLUTION, 


1914-1924 


HE DECADE OF WAR and revolution between 1914 and 1924 stands 

out as one of the major watersheds in European history. From 

the smoking ruins of those years emerged a transformed and 
much diminished Europe. It was a twentieth-century world that was in far- 
ranging ways different from the world of the nineteenth century. The politi- 
cal map of Europe was fundamentally altered; most of the prewar empires 
collapsed, their territories taken over by revolutionary and nationalist succes- 
sor states. In sheer destructiveness, in lives lost, material goods destroyed, and 
social relations poisoned, these years had few if any parallels in European his- 
tory. One would have to go to the Thirty Years’ War of the seventeenth cen- 
tury or to the Black Death of the late Middle Ages to find something equally 
vast and horrifying in death and destruction. If the proposition is accepted 
that “bad times” in the Gentile world find expression in even worse times for 
the Jews living in that world — a proposition central to explaining the appear- 
ance of modern anti-Semitism in the Great Depression of 1873-1891 — then 
the decade of war and revolution could be expected to be catastrophic for 
the Jews. 

And it was. Indeed, the Holocaust itself may be said to have evolved directly 
if not inexorably out of the catastrophes of 1914-1924; the mass murder of 
Jews during World War II is at any rate scarcely comprehensible without giving 
that decade careful study. If the various “rising de” arguments that find the 
origins and inexorable momentum of the Holocaust in late nineteenth cen- 
tury are not persuasive, a more compelling argument along those lines may be 
traced to 1914-1924. Even without the culminating horror of 1938-1944, 
developments in the decade following 1914 were the most adverse for Jews of 
any in European history up to that date. Many of the dark portents of the pre- 
war years, the tribalism and the ideologies of irrationalism, moved from the 
margins to nearer the center stage of European civilization. The conscience 
and sensibilities of that civilization were profoundly brutalized by a decade of 
war, revolution, and civil war. The ideals of both Christianity and the Enhght- 
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enment were shaken; confidence in the future, in progress, in human solidar- 
ity dwindled. ee 

The entry of “mass man” as an active agent in European society, however 
nebulous and problematic the concept, found often nightmarish expressions 
between 1914 and 1924, as did the linkage of mass society to mass produc- 
tion: The machine gun, in its ability to mow down row upon row of advancing 
soldiers — the mass production of death — may be seen as an appropriate sym- 
bol of new realities. Concentration camps made an appearance at this time as 
well (though they had precedents in the Boer War). The mobilization of the 
masses through such devices as the yellow and government-controlled press, 
new antiliberal parties, and the armies that recruited and indoctrinated nearly 
unparalleled numbers, went much beyond what had been achieved in the 
generation before the war. The careers of Hitler, Stalin, and Mussolini were, in 
the words of Alan Bullock, “possible only in the new world created by the 
breakdown of the old order.”! 

Much of the ambiguous hopefulness about the future of the relations 
between Genule and Jew in the Belle Epoque now vanished, and Jews became 
visible in ways that made them much more vulnerable to the furies of frus- 
trated, resentful, and traumatized elements of the population. If Jews had 
seemed to certain observers to benefit from the misfortunes of non-Jews in the 
late nineteenth century, they now seemed to derive even greater benefit from 
even greater misfortunes. They were perceived as war profiteers and ruthless 
revolutionaries, unpatriotic slackers and treacherous back-stabbers. In the 
chaos that emerged from war and civil war in eastern Europe, pogroms 
erupted of a dimension that far transcended what had happened before the 
war. George Mosse has commented, “The First World War and its aftermath 
revitalized racism in all its forms, whether National Socialist, conservative, or 
merely nationalist, whether as the science or the mystery of race. ... By 1914 
... It looked as if [racism] had mun its stormy course. .. . War and revolution 
propelled racism into a more durable and awesome practice.”? 

Jews were prominent in the revolutionary parties that took over, perma- 
nently in Russia, temporarily in other areas of central and eastern Europe, and 
that were perceived as threats in most of the rest of Europe. Jews were also 
highly visible in the new German republic, not only on the left but also in cen- 
ter and right-center parties, nourishing visions of a Jewish takeover there, too. 
“Judeo-bolshevism,” a new word applied to a perceived new reality — Jews in 
power in a major nation — massively reinforced prewar visions of Jews as alien 
destroyers. The kinds of anxieties and fears that had affected primarily the 
lower-middle class prior to the war spread to ever-widening elements of the 
population, since ever-greater numbers felt threatened by Jews and what they 
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were believed to represent, by a new dimension of the rise of the Jews, and by 
Jews who were in truth in positions of unprecedented political power and 
authority, both in Russia and in the West. Revealingly, Leo Maxse, the editor of 
the National Review, who had expressed suspicions of Jews but still defended 
Dreyfus, now came to believe wholeheartedly in what he termed “the evil 
machinations of world Jewry.” He concluded that “the international Jew rules 
the roost."3 
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—1?2? 
World War I 


Ich kenne keine Parteien mehr. Ich kenne nicht nur 
deutschen. [I no longer recognize any parties. I rec- 
ognize only Germans.] (Wilhelm IT) 


Wir heben unser Heimat, wenngleich man uns nicht 
hebt. [We love our homeland, even if we are not 
loved.] (Sept 24, 1916. From the diary of Julius 
Marx)! 


I long for the holy, redeeming war. (Heinrich Class)? 


The guns of August, and September, and October, 
the guns of fifty-two blood-drenched months, 
destroyed morale, destroyed a generation, destroyed 
Europe. Everything afterward seems provisional. . . . 
(Hugh Kenner, The Pound Era [1971]) 


The Mood of August 1914 


World War I began with astonishing enthusiasm and confidence in vic- 
tory on all sides. The opening stages were also characterized by a mystical 
spirit of common cause and self-sacrifice, one that many observers remem- 
bered with yearning in the bitter years of disillusionment that followed. It is 
tempting to speculate that if the war had been the brief and glorious cam- 
paign that nearly all expected it to be, Jews and non-Jews in many countries 
might have been able to forge a more lasting sense of unity and fraternity. 
Even if there had been, necessarily, dramatic losers as well as dramatic winners 
in a decisive contest of six to eight weeks — as in 1866 and 1870 — it is hard to 
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believe that it would have produced anywhere near the rancor among the 
losers that followed the more than four years of senseless destruction. Indeed, 
among the victorious powers Jewish—Gentile relations were in some regards 
improved by the long struggle in common. At least relations between Jew and 
non-Jew in those countries did not suffer anything like the catastrophic wors- 
ening that prevailed in the defeated powers. 

The enthusiasm for war in August 1914 was by no means confined to the 
nationalist right or to those nations that were known to be militaristic. Ger- 
many and France, Great Britain and Russia, right and left, rich and poor, and 
Jews as well as non-Jews were powerfully drawn into it. The Zionist leader 
Chaim Weizmann, living in England, bitterly commented that “in 1914 the 
Jewish intellectuals in Germany were the most arrogant and bellicose of all 
Prussians.”3 For many Germans the war seemed to offer an uncanny sense of 
release, of an escape from the ordinary, from the much lamented sense of 
sterility and Verdrossenheit (peevishness) of the immediate prewar years. Shin- 
ing vistas of heroism and self-sacrifice now opened up. There were many who, 
like the English poet Rupert Brook, could be described as “a golden-haired 
Apollo, magnificently unprepared for the long littleness of life.” Seeking 
adventurous release in the battlefield, they and others found death or mutila- 
tion in staggering numbers. 

Enthusiasm in Germany was palpably linked to the belief that a German vic- 
tory would mark the definitive triumph of the German spirit, as the French 
had triumphed in the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. For those 
who accepted Treitschke’s vision of Germany’s transcendent mission, who saw 
meaning in history through the triumph of German ideals, this was the 
moment of truth. The rancorous exchanges since the 1880s about whether 
the attachment to German ideals of German Jews was pure enough found a 
riveting focus: Would German Jews risk death for their country? 

Many young German Jews welcomed the chance to prove their often ques- 
tioned patriotism. Even those who had been active in Jewish self-defense activi- 
ties before 1914, those who had ample reason to feel bitter about the 
inequities of the German state and of German society, now celebrated, in 
nearly messianic terms, what they believed was an imminent German victory. 
Germany’s triumph was to be a great turning point in history, one that would, 
in prevailing over tsarist Russia, institute a reign of justice and equality. 

Relations between liberal—assimilationist Jews and Zionists in Germany had 
become especially envenomed by June 1914, but the war seemed to change 
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everything, almost as if a magic wand had been waved; there was little differ- 
ence in the attitudes of liberals and Zionists to war in August 1914. Ernst 
Simon wrote that Jews in Germany accepted the war as an “unbelievable expe- 
rience, an intoxicating happiness which enabled them to forget their compli- 
cated egos and to be able to participate in the fate of the fatherland with mil- 
lions of others.” The Zionist Martin Buber, who later gained fame as a 
philosopher, ardently defended the invasion of Belgium and the violation of 
its neutrality. Thereafter he stubbornly defended Germany’s conduct of the 
war. Even Kurt Blumenfeld, among the most radical of the young Zionists in 
Germany before the war, declared that “every man saw the war as his personal 
mission because the future of humanity depended upon Germany’s victory.” 
Some Zionists who had already emigrated to Palestine made the arduous voy- 
age back in order to join battle on Germany’s side.® 

Do these astonishing examples of famous individuals provide an accurate 
impression of the whole of German Jewry? There was undoubtedly some 
ostentatious overcompensation in individual cases, the overachieving Jacob in 
yet a new form, but is it reasonable to expect that German Jews, whose cultural 
traditions did not emphasize military virtue, were really as unanimously, 
blindly, and lastingly in favor of war as the rest of the nation? Even before the 
furor over Treitschke’s articles, many Jews took pride in distancing themselves 
from the state worship and militarism of non-Jewish Germans. 

In a speech to the Reichstag in the early days of the war, the deputy Ludwig 
Haas openly acknowledged that German Jews might have felt less “joy in war” 
and may have been less characterized by a “readiness to fight” than non-Jews, 
but the centuries-long oppression of Jews by Gentiles was the explanation — he 
did not, in other words, present the matter in terms of superior Jewish moral- 
ity. However, as the war continued, a number of prominent Jews stated with 
pride that German words like Volk and Staat did not stir in them the deep feel- 
ings that they did in non-Jewish Germans. Other Jewish leaders, especially as 
the war began to bog down and the casualties mount, not only recognized but 
also proudly emphasized that modern Jews were not a warlike people and that 
Jews instinctively favored international understanding and a negotiated peace, 
not victory at all costs.’ 

There is at any rate little debate among historians about the remarkably 
pervasive intoxication with war in August 1914. Even the socialists, whose reso- 
lutions, through the Socialist International, had threatened a general strike in 
the event of “imperialist” war, were not immune to the paroxysm of patriotic 
fervor that swept across Europe. The leaders of the German Social Democratic 
Party, whom Wilhelm II had earlier maligned as the “fatherland-less fellows,” 
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quickly fell into line. The Social Democratic parliamentary delegation voted 
unanimously for war credits, and the-Social Democratic Party enthusiastically 
joined into the official Burgfrieden (civil peace), the end of party strife in Ger- 
many. One Social Democratic leader, in later defending his violation of previ- 
ously firm commitments against war, remarked that he and his party comrades 
had voted for war credits in order to avoid being beaten to death by their fol- 
lowers on the steps of the Reichstag.’ Opponents of the war in other countries 
later gave similar accounts: A French anarchosyndicalist reported, “On August 
2, disgusted and morally reduced to dust, I left in a cattle-car jammed with 
men who were bellowing ‘to Berlin! to Berlin!’ "9 

The divisive anti-Semitic parties were expected to blend into the national 
community; the Burgfrieden meant that the petty strife of the prewar scene 
was no longer to be tolerated by the state. The German authorities moved 
against the anti-Semitic parties and censored their newspapers,!° although 
such action was not at first necessary - many prewar anti-Semites suddenly 
embraced Jews as brothers-in-arms. H. S$. Chamberlain remarked that German 
Jews were no longer visible “as ‘Jews,’ for they are doing their duty as Ger- 
mans.”!! A number of patriotic Jews were given prominent attention by the 
government, most notably Ernst Lissauer, who composed the wildly popular 
refrains of the Hassgesang Gegen England (Hate-Song against England). The 
Kaiser decorated him with the Order of the Red Eaglte.!° 

Jews now began to breach the last bastion of Junker privilege, the Prussian 
officer corps.!* In retrospect, however, that apparent success may have gener- 
ated an ominous resentment in that corps, especially among those younger 
officers who were uncomfortable with this incursion of “alien elements.” The 
rise of the Jews, under the overwhelming pressures of war, now began to touch 
more directly a class that had so far been relatively little alarmed by it. By the 
end of the war, in the bitterness of defeat, many more young officers would 
join the ranks of the radical anti-Semites than had been the case in the 188os. 

In France, too, Jews and non-Jews rallied with unparalleled unanimity to 
the defense of la patrie en danger, the fatherland in danger. Here too the bitter 
pohtical squabbling of the immediate prewar years suddenly ceased. The 
socialist leader Jean Jaurés, active during the summer of 1914 in protests 
against the threat of war, was assassinated by a nationalist fanatic just before 
the declarations of war were issued. But had Jaurés lived it is doubtful that 
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matters would have developed differently. Once German troops began to 
crash into the north of France, antiwar agitation became unthinkable. 

End of party strife in France took on the form of the Union sacrée, or Sacred 
Union. Prominent socialists, including many Jews who had been attracted to 
socialist activism by the Dreyfus Affair, now entered the government of 
national defense, breaking the prewar taboo of socialist participation in bour- 
geois governments. 

Even in Russia the opening weeks of the conflict saw what in retrospect 
appears an unbelievable reconciliation of prewar enemies. According to one 
story circulated abroad, the notorious anti-Semite Purishkevich “visited a syna- 
gogue, kissed the scroll of the law, and amidst copious tears, embraced the 
rabbi."!4 Even some revolutionary socialists spoke up for the defense of 
Mother Russia against the German threat. In the Duma the Jewish deputy N. 
M. Friedman declared that “the Jews are marching to the battlefield shoulder 
to shoulder with all the peoples of Russia; there are no forces that can tear the 
Jews away from their fatherland, to which they are bound by ties centuries 
old.”!5 In contrast, one historian has concluded that “Russian Jews prayed for 
the tsar’s defeat”; he refers to the numerous memoirists who, out of the public 
eye, wrote of the continued hatred by the Jewish masses for the tsar. One 
described how Jews “eagerly await the defeat of Russia in the war. . .. Germany 
and Austria... are not considered our enemies.”!6 

In Great Britain the Jewish Chronicle, which had previously maintained a 
hard line in regard to Russia as a prospective ally in war, declared, “England 
has been all she could be to the Jews; Jews will now be all they can be to Eng- 
land.” And statistics supported that promise: The number of British Jews who 
served in the armed forces was 41,500, about 14 percent of the total Jewish 
population, compared with a participation rate among the general population 
of 11.5 percent.” 

These enthusiasms lasted for a remarkably long time in many countries. 
Even when it began to appear, by the end of 1914, that the initial confidence 
in dramatic victory was not justified and that a costly war of stalemate was 
beginning, fidelity to the nation at war held firm. 


The Expansion of Germany into Russia 


The quickest disillusionment came in Russia, where the deepest divisions 
had existed before 1914 and where Jews were notorious for their aversion to 
military service. The most important factor, however, in spreading disillusion 
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was that Russia lost badly to Germany in the early months of the war. The vic- 
tory of German forces at Tannenberg, under the leadership of generals 
Ludendorff and Hindenburg, has been described as one of the most dazzling 
in the history of warfare. Similarly, tsarist Russia was, as the most backward of 
the major powers, less able to mobilize its forces, whether troops and weapons 
or opinions and enthusiasms. 

Much of the fighting on the eastern front occurred in the Polish provinces 
and in the Pale of Settlement, with disastrous implications for all inhabitants. 
When the Russian armies were forced to retreat, Grand Duke Sergei, the Russ- 
ian commander-in-chief, announced that Jews could not be trusted to remain 
faithful to Russia when the Germans took over; the Jewish population was to 
be moved back into Russia. The tsarist government doubted the loyalty of 
most of the population on its western frontier, Poles even more than Jews, and 
had good reason to do so. In retreating, the Russian armies drove nearly a mil- 
lion people from their homes. 

The rapid advance of the German forces prevented even greater excesses, 
but perhaps a half million Jews were driven before the retreating Russian 
troops, many dying of exposure. A typhus epidemic added thousands to the 
toll. It is not often realized that the death toll from 1914 to 1919 in this area 
was comparable to that during World War II. Calculations based on the terri- 
tory later incorporated into the Polish republic reveal that a prewar popula- 
tion of 30.9 million had fallen by 4.6 million by 1919, representing a nearly 
15 percent drop. The toll for the same area between 1939 and 1945, includ- 
ing over 3 million Jews systematically murdered by the Nazis, was approxi- 
mately 18 percent.!8 

Arnold Margolin, fresh from the Beilis case, wearily commented on the 
changes brought about by the war: 


In place of the calumny about using Christian blood . . . we were now accused of a 
lack of patriotism, of defeatist views, of sympathizing with the enemy and similar 
sins... . Denunciation by any good-for-nothing would be sufficient for a death sen- 
tence. On this ground there could not help thriving luxuriantly all manner of 
blackmail, extortion of money from the Jews on pain of denunciation as spies, 
profiteers, etc.!9 


The approximately 300,000 Jewish recruits in the tsarist armies were subject to 
suspicion and petty harassment. It was a formula for disaster - only one of a 
great many in the Russian military. Recruits were sent into battle without 
ammunition, adequate clothing, or sufficient food. 

Although representatives of the tsar at first made promises of better condi- 
tions for Jews and other minorities once the war had been won, the measures 
taken by the authorities from the beginning of the war put such promises into 
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doubt. Jewish leaders spoke of a “willingness to offer sacrifices for the Russian 
mother country,”*? and no doubt some Jews were caught up in the general 
enthusiasm, but there was simply too much bitterness over what had hap- 
pened in the past for Jewish loyalty to be very widespread or lasting. Given the 
more than 6 million Jews in Russia and the differences between many of them, 
there was of course a wide variety of responses to the idea of national defense, 
but there is litthe question that a large part of the Jewish population in Russia 
had no stomach for it. 

At the same time, in the eyes of many Russian Jews, Germany remained a 
land of progressive, humane civilization and the rule of law. Even if Germany 
was also tainted with anti-Semitism — what country was not? — many Russian 
Jews considered the German variety of Jew-hatred a less pervasive and certainly 
less brutal sort. It was an explicit policy of the German and Austro-Hungarian 
governments to appeal to the subject minorities in Russia, Jews prominent 
among them, and to stir up suspicion on the part of the Russian authorities 
about the fidelity of those minorities. German officials were able to enlist the 
enthusiastic assistance of many prominent German Jews in that task. 

Subsequent German history has made it nearly unbearable for many read- 
ers to learn of the extent to which Russian Jews in 1914 looked to Germany 
with favor and hope. The notorious brutalities of German troops on the east- 
ern front in World War II and the earlier actions of “the Huns” in the “rape of 
Belgium” in World War I (in fact much exaggerated by Entente propaganda) 
make it now painful to learn how often Russian Jews actually greeted German 
armies as liberators during World War I. The sister of Menachem Begin 
recalled that before 1914 her father was very much pro-German and that 
when the Germans arrived in Poland during the war, “They treated the Jews 
marvelously. ... They gave each child sweets and biscuits. These were different 
Germans, a different period.”?! 

General Erich Ludendorff, allied with Hitler in the 1920s, was known in 
1915 and 1916 for his concerted efforts to win over Russia’s Jews. As soon as 
German armies had overrun Russian Poland, he summarily repealed existing 
anti-Jewish legislation. He went so far as to dedicate synagogues and issue 
proclamations — “in the choicest Yiddish” — of German-Jewish friendship to his 
“dear Jews.”2? Jewish leaders in Poland had easy access to him; he and his staff 
attended and enthusiastically applauded performances of the then vibrant Yid- 
dish theater. Whatever their faults, German military men were much preferable, 
as far as many Jews were concerned, to the Russian generals and their soldiers. 

Ludendorff’s efforts were part of a well-conceived anti-Russian policy and 
had little to do with genuine sympathy for the Jews of Russia. Moreover, the 
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evidence does not indicate that fraternization of German soldier and Ostjude 
had many beneficial long-term results for the latter. Ordinary German soldiers 
were often revolted by the poverty, the filth, and the alien ways of the Jewish 
masses they encountered. Even journalists who were opposed to anti-Semitism 
reported that they were flooded with anti-Semitic letters and articles from sol- 
diers on the eastern front.28 Similarly, the evidence is that the tens of thou- 
sands of Jewish workers in Poland who volunteered for service in the war 
industries of Germany were not well received by the civilian population inside 
Germany, not only because of their unfamiliar appearance but also because of 
the attachments of large numbers of them to revolutionary socialism.*4 


The Beginning of Disillustonment in the West 


Athough discipline and enthusiasm held for a remarkably long tme in 
the major industrialized powers of the West, waging total warfare over many 
years extracted its price; mobilizing the entire economy for war production 
soon touched nearly every citizen. More to the point, some citizens were 
touched to a much greater extent than others, with ultimately disastrous 
effects on the sense of community that developed at the outbreak of war. 

It was at the front, of course, that the most horrendous price was paid. 
Single battles saw hundreds of thousands of young men massacred and large 
areas turned into moon landscapes. The battles of 1916, particularly at the 
Somme and Verdun, by far exceeded in senseless death and destruction any- 
thing known in the annals of warfare. Those clashes, which were finally indeci- 
sive in military terms, induced even some of the most patriotic to question 
how much longer a war of this sort could continue. 

The millions who fell at the front in 1916 (3 million casualties in that year, 
half of which were fatalities) resulted in ever more energetic recruitment and 
in growing suspicions about those who were able to avoid service at the front. 
In Germany, governmental agencies were swamped with complaints from citi- 
zens that Jews, using money and connections, avoided the most dangerous 
assignments.*> In Great Britain, the large number of recent Jewish immigrants 
from Russia attracted growing suspicion. By 1916 the Jewish Chronicle recog- 
nized a “major problem” in the unwillingness of many Jews of Russian origin 
to enlist for frontline service. The Zionist leader Vladimir Jabotinsky com- 
plained that the Russian—Jewish community in Great Britain was astonishingly 
blind to what was happening in the world around it. Jewish immigrants pre- 
ferred to “entertain their girl friends and play billiards.”26 In the following year 
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serious rioting and looting of Jewish stores occurred in Leeds and London's 
East End. A police official, in explaining the disturbances, pointed to 


the large number of alien Russian Jews of military age . . . who can be constantly 
seen promenading about our principal streets and the various pleasure resorts. . . . 
Members of the Christian population have been heard to ask why these men are 
not serving in the Army as the husbands, brothers, and sons of the Christian popu- 
lation have had to do.27 


In July 1917 a law was passed that threatened to deport unnaturalized Jews 
who refused to volunteer for duty at the front; their earlier excuse that they 
would not risk their lives to preserve a regime that had so oppressed them no 
longer held after the fall of the tsar. Deportations actually began in Septem- 
ber, but the Bolshevik Revolution in November soon halted them. The bill 
received the full support of Jewish leaders in Great Britain.?8 

German propagandists made much of what they termed the “pogroms” in 
Britain. But potentially serious anti-Jewish developments were occurring in 
Germany, too. In October 1916 the war minister announced that he would 
began an inquiry, subsequently termed the “Jew count” (Judenzahlung), to 
determine how many Jews had avoided military service. He insisted that the 
inquiry was being initiated not to discredit Jews but rather in response to wide- 
spread complaints and rumors; he implied that the inquiry would serve to dis- 
prove anti-Semitic charges. Whatever the real motives behind this measure, 
singling Jews out in this way was humiliating to them. But the Judenzahlung 
proved to be a popular measure among the general German population.” 

The results were not released until after the end of the war, allowing suspi- 
cions to spread that the findings actually confirmed the charges of the anti- 
Semites and that the government was afraid to release them. Unauthorized 
summaries of them were distributed by anu-Semitic organizations. The actual 
statistics gathered are mired in complexities that cannot be pursued here, but 
studies by scholars since World War I have tended to put into doubt charges 
that German Jews avoided frontline service.*° Some have denounced the 
charges against the Jews as utterly without foundation: “Men whose grandfa- 
thers had spoken Yiddish, which had no words for war, went on in 1914-18 to 
amass over 31,500 Iron Crosses.”3! The death rates of all groups at the front 
were staggering, and the deaths of young men of Jewish extraction were not 
notably different from those of Catholic or Protestant background. 
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As we have seen, the relationship of German Jews to their state, society, and 
culture before the war was profoundly different from that of Russian Jews to 
their state, society, and culture. German Jews had historically not gone to the 
extremes of Jews in Russia to avoid military service, but nonetheless there is no 
getting around the observation already made that militarism, blind obedience 
to the state, and death in violent conflict were not cultivated virtues among 
German Jews as a whole. In an article that became notorious, entitled “Hear O 
Israel!” written before the war, Walther Rathenau had remarked to his fellow 
Jews that 


Your east Mediterranean appearance is not very well appreciated by the northern 
tribes. You should therefore be the more careful not to walk about in a loose man- 
ner, and thus become the laughing stock of a race brought up in a strictly military 
fashion. As soon as you have recognized your unathletic build, your narrow shoul 
ders, your clumsy feet, your sloppy, roundish shape, you will resolve to dedicate a 
few generations to the renewal of your outer appearance.*? 


The stereotypes that Rathenau drew upon were cruel and unjust but still 
widely accepted, by Jew and non-Jew alike. They paralleled those made by 
Herzl and, indeed, others not tainted by Herzl’s peculiar variety of hostility to 
fellow Jews. If we may speak of a mentalité collective about Jews prior to 1914, 
that they typically had an “unmilitary bearing” is a good example. Other per- 
ceptions blended into a composite picture of Jews at the time. Since German 
Jews on the average were notably richer and better educated than the rest of 
the population, they undoubtedly had greater resources, material and intellec- 
tual, if they wanted to avoid frontline service. 

And undoubtedly many did, as did other parts of the population, especially 
after 1916. The widespread suspicions were plausible, whatever the elusive 
exact truth. Individual Jews who fit negative stereotypes were especially 
noticed by those who found psychological satisfaction in such stereotypes, 
whereas those Jews who did not fit were not “seen.” As an example of how 
such stereotypes were nourished, Kurt Tucholsky, a journalist who became one 
of the most hated Jews in Germany - if also one of the most widely read on the 
left - wrote after the war: 


During the three and a half years of war I hid wherever, however I could. | regret 
that I did not have the courage, like the great Karl Liebknecht, to refuse military 
service. For that I am ashamed. So I did what was generally done: I used any means 
in order not to be shot or to shoot at anyone — and sometimes these were the 
worst kinds of means. There was no trickery, no bribery, no matter how punish- 
able, that I would have avoided. Many others did the same.3 
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Doubts about the military inclinations of Jews may have been stronger in 
Germany than elsewhere in western Europe, but they were widely expressed in 
other countries. Many were willing to recognize, as one observer stated, that 
“in the war Jews took part in great numbers as Englishmen, Frenchmen, 
Americans, and so forth,” but they were inclined to doubt the meaning of that 
participation. That observer continued: 


I remember how after arriving in London I was struck by the enormous number of 
Jews in officer's uniforms on its streets. True, later during my tours of the English 
front, I did not meet even one. This does not mean that they were not there at all. 
I even heard of some who were decorated. Yet, the overwhelming majority did not 
serve at the front, and that [was the case] in all armies.*# 


The Judenzahlung, linked to the huge losses in the field in 1916, may be 
said to have marked the definitive end of “civil peace” in Germany. By early 
1917 prewar political divisions had revived in the form of vehemently held dif- 
ferences in the Reichstag about the war. In that year the emergence of “two 
Germanies” was widely remarked upon, a split in German political opinion, 
with roots in the prewar years, that would be fundamental to the establish- 
ment of the Weimar Republic in 1919. In July 1917 a left-center coalition in 
the Reichstag, composed of the SPD, the Center Party, and the Progressives, 
supported a resolution in favor of a negotiated peace. Shortly before that Hin- 
denburg and Ludendorff had persuaded the Kaiser to dismiss the chancellor, 
Bethmann Hollweg, and replace him with a nonentity. The de facto rule by 
the military became even more evident. The peace resolution of the Reichstag 
had no real effect on the government. 

On the left, principled opposition to the war was at first limited to very 
small groups. They denounced the “treachery” of socialist leaders to the prin- 
ciples of revolutionary socialism and to the antiwar resolutions of the Interna- 
tional. But even after revolution broke out in Russia in early 1917 and a 
majority in the new Duma declared itself in favor of a negotiated peace, the 
deep divisions of the left throughout Europe crippled its resistance to the war. 

The Russian social democrats, especially Lenin’s Bolsheviks, had been 
among the earliest in denouncing the concept of national defense under capi- 
talism. From the beginning Lenin called for “revolutionary defeatism”; only 
proletarian socialist revolution could assure a lasting peace. But in the first 
year of the war, Lenin attracted almost no following. Rosa Luxemburg was 
instrumental in the formation of a revolutionary Marxist antiwar group in Ger- 
many in late 1915, again with a minuscule following. Her Jewish and foreign 
origin did not go unnoticed by those in power, nor did the prominence of 
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Jews around her, Lenin, and the antiwar factions of other countries. Karl 
Liebknecht, son of the party founder, Withelm Liebknecht, was also active in 
the antiwar agitation, and it is indicative of how such activity was perceived 
that he, too, was widely but incorrectly believed to be Jewish. 

The prewar undertones of Jewish-Gentile conflict within the SPD between 
Luxemburg and Kautsky had, by the time of the war, become more open. Lux- 
emburg’s dwindling friendships within the party had become more exclusively 
Jewish, whereas her contempt for the (mostly non-Jewish) leaders of the party 
became more open and vitriolic. Her references to the leadership were often 
laced with characteristically Jewish phrases: The leaders were the “shab- 
besgoyim of the bourgeoisie.” For many right-wing Germans, Luxemburg 
became the most detested of all revolutionaries, the personification of the 
destructive Jewish alien. 

There also continued to be a number of superpatriotic hardliners among 
German Jews. They spoke out in favor of the annexations of French and Russ- 
ian territories that were now demanded by the German right, and they, too, 
supported a war of total victory, rejecting any idea of a compromise peace. 
These hardliners were especially to be found among the prewar Kaiserjuden 
(Albert Ballin, for example). The center of gravity of Jewish opinion, however, 
moved toward support of a negotiated peace, especially by early 1917. Aside 
from the previously mentioned parliamentary initiative, influential newspa- 
pers, such as the Jewish-owned Frankfurter Zeitung and Berliner Tageblatt, spoke 
up against annexations and in favor of a peace of reconciliation. Their editori- 
als provoked a fierce denunciation from the right — such weak-kneed and trea- 
sonous stuff, it was proclaimed, was to be expected from the Jew-press.*® 

By this time there were yet other, if more paradoxical, reasons for German 
xenophobes to direct their suspicion at Jews. Jews had been, since early mod- 
ern times, important in the financing and provisioning of warfare; lending 
money for such purposes was one of the original sources of the fortunes built 
up by the Rothschilds.?” The financial demands of World War I far tran- 
scended those of earlier wars, where the funds of a single Jewish financier 
could be decisive, but the role of Jewish economic interests was also important 
in World War I, and individual Jewish entrepreneurs in Germany reaped huge 
profits from it. More visibly, individual Jews emerged as centrally important in 
the government’s often heavy-handed organization of the war effort. 

The war years witnessed an acceleration of modernizing trends everywhere 
but above all in Germany, where the exigencies of total war were finally felt 
with the greatest severity, resulting in rapid industrial concentration in such 
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key sectors as metal and chemical. Many elements of the independent Mittel- 
stand, already under steady economic pressure before 1914, found that their 
services were not much needed in a war economy; many were pushed into 
bankruptcy. Industrial workers, on the other hand, since they were of decisive 
importance in war production, gained a new importance and recognition 
from the state. 

German authorities had not made plans for a long war, and, as the prewar 
anxieties about encirclement reflected, Germany was not self-sufficient in food 
or a number of strategic materials. Organization of the economy for total war 
fell largely under the direction of the general staff of the military. Indeed, 
Ludendorff came to be, as deputy chief of staff, the de facto ruler of Germany 
(The chief of staff, Paul von Hindenburg, was largely a figurehead.); he 
straightforwardly termed the measures taken “war socialism.” The German 
state, under the direction of the military, eventually intervened in the economy 
and society of Germany more than was the case in any other belhgerent power. 

In these regards Walther Rathenau came to play an extremely significant role. 
He was a well-known figure before 1914, a prolific writer and an immensely suc- 
cessful industrialist, but one who envisaged a world that would transcend capital- 
ism and socialism. Perhaps even more notorious than his remarks about how 
Jews’ lacked mihtary bearing was an article he had written for the Neue Freie Presse 
in 1909, in which he had stated that some 300 men guided the destiny of 
Europe. These men, according to Rathenau, knew one another and picked their 
successors from their own circles. He had made the remark as a general observa- 
tion, and he did not describe the 300 as all Jews. Nevertheless, he was critical of 
the role of Jews as financial ohgarchs, and anti-Semites trumpeted the article as 
an admission by a Jewish magnate of the power of the Jews. 

Rathenau was called upon to organize the Raw Materials Section of the 
army in the early stages of the conflict, and the measures he took led to exten- 
sive state control over strategic raw materials. His office usually favored large 
concerns over small ones, out of considerations of productivity and efficiency. 
It was either not feasible or not conceivable for Rathenau to control the exor- 
bitant profits made by many industrialists, and a disproportionate number of 
those industrialists were Jews. (They represented about 10 percent of the total, 
whereas Jews were only 1 percent of the population.) Of course go percent of 
the firms favored by the Raw Materials Section were non-Jewish, a point often 
ignored in subsequent denunciations of Jewish war profiteering. 

Rathenau’s activities, and those of the other Jews whom he chose to work 
under him, might have won for them the status of permanently enshrined 
national heroes had Germany won the war within a year or two. Indeed, imi- 
tially he was praised by the ruling elite as effusively as was Lissauer, the com- 
poser of the Hatle-Song Against England. But his activities in the context of a 
humiliating defeat after years of unspeakable hardship for the German people 
were seen differently. The accusation arose that while pure-blooded Germans 
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were fighting and dying at the front, Jews were making huge profits. Theodor 
Fritsch, a leading figure among the. radical anti-Semites, related the experi- 
ences of a manufacturer who, Fritsch claimed (he was perfectly capable of mak- 
ing up such stories), had gone to Berlin to negotiate some military contracts: 


To his amazement, he met in the offices not the high officers and military officials 
he expected but rather Hebrews — and more Hebrews. Finally, he pushed his way 
to the authoritative department. There, in a large hall, at a diplomat’s desk sur- 
rounded by others of his tribe, sat Mr. Walther Rathenau arranging things. ... And 
it was no suprise that Jewish firms almost always received preference. 


Ludendorff, in bitter retirement after the war, spoke in his memoirs of Ger- 
mans “fighting for their freedom, with weapons in hand, while Jews did busi- 
ness and betrayed.”99 H. S. Chamberlain, who had praised Jews in August 1914 
for acting “like Germans,” before long was writing as follows: 


I learned today from a man who is especially well placed to observe these things 
... that the Jews are completely intoxicated by their success in Germany - first 
from the millions they have gained through the war, then because of the praise 
showered on them in alt official quarters, and thirdly from the protection they and 
their machinations enjoy from the censor. Thus, already they are beginning to lose 
their heads and to reach a degree of insolence which may allow us to hope for a 
flood-tide of reaction. May God grant it!" 


Resentments of a similar sort were widely reported from Austria-Hungary. 
The capitalist class in Budapest, close to go percent Jewish, was according to 
one Jewish observer “singularly gross in profiteering”; Oszkar Jaszi was 
appalled by the contrast between the luxury of the Budapest business world 
and the misery of the war front. He circulated a questionnaire, asking leaders 
of Budapest’s intelligentsia whether there was now a “Jewish problem” in Hun- 
gary (which Hungarian leaders had so often denied prior to 1914). He 
received a decisively positive reply.*! It is revealing, however, that the aged 
emperor, Franz Joseph, retained his belief that Jews were “brave and patriotic 
men [who] happily risk their life for emperor and fatherland.” When it was 
proposed to send Jewish refugees from the front to camps in Moravia, he 
replied “If Vienna has no more room for refugees, I shall make Sch6nbrunn 
[the imperial residence] available for my Jewish subjects.”# 
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The Burgfrieden had introduced new industrial relationships. The repre- 
sentatives of the workers, the social-democratic politicians and the trade 
union leaders, prewar pariahs, now met with cabinet members, generals, and 
industrial magnates; their opinion in regard to needs of the workers was given 
a consideration that had not existed prior to 1914. As the war became more 
desperate, the material conditions of nearly all classes of society worsened in 
an absolute sense, but those of workers involved in war production improved 
relative to many other classes. Their incomes rose (again, only relatively; in 
absolute terms they fell), and they were allocated coupons to buy rationed 
foodstuffs because they engaged in heavy physical labor for the war effort. 

From the standpoint of rationalizing the war effort, Rathenau’s favoring of 
large, modern firms and the more general reallocation of scarce resources to 
workers in the war industries made sense, but that is not the way the measures 
were perceived by many of those hit hardest by them. Food became scarce: By 
1916 even those with ration coupons were reduced to an average caloric 
intake of 1,350 (normal: 2,000); the winter of 1916-1917 was especially 
bleak, going down in German history as the “turnip winter.” 

Such grim developments provoked increasingly desperate social conflict. As 
members of the Mittelstand saw their material situation decline in regard to 
workers, ideologies of resentment grew in appeal, as did the long-standing fears 
of the more traditional classes that Germany was becoming dominated by large, 
impersonal units of production and socialistically inclined proletarians. The 
tens of thousands of Jewish factory workers, recruited from the occupied territo- 
ries, were even more resented. Native German workers, interestingly, seemed to 
elect representatives to prominent leadership posts frequently from the ranks of 
Jews. This Jewish-proletarian alliance had roots in the prewar world, but it now 
further fed anti-Semitic fantasies of Jewish control of the world of labor. 

Powerful industrial and landed groups that previously avoided the crudest 
forms of anti-Semitism were now more tempted to use emotionally laden 
charges against Jews as a device to mobilize popular frustrations against a 
negotiated peace or internal reforms.‘° One cannot help but be impressed 
with the far-ranging ways in which fears and resentments were finding focus in 
anti-Semitism: Jews as shirkers at the front; Jews as weak-kneed parliamentanri- 
ans and pacifist press lords; Jews as capitalists making money from the war; 
Jews as all-powerful and self-serving bureaucrats in the government; Jews as 
treacherous revolutionaries; even Jews as rank-and-file workers who were espe- 
cially prone to destructive radicalism. The old anti-Semitic refrain — “the Jew is 
everywhere” — gained unparalleled plausibility in Germany and began to 
attract a larger part of the population than ever before. 
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The Peace Settlement 


The ultimate victory of France and Great Britain alleviated to some 
degree the bitterness and social tensions within their respective societies. They 
retained contact with foreign supplies of food, whereas the Germans faced an 
ever more crippling blockade. Still, the war years were also traumatic for the 
English and French, especially the latter. France’s rich and industrially impor- 
tant northern territories were occupied from 1914 to 1918 and massively 
bombarded. France finally lost a greater proportion of its male population at 
the front than did Germany. On the other hand, civilian control of the mili- 
tary prevailed in both France and Great Britain, and in neither country was 
the tendency to point an accusing finger at Jews as strong as in Germany, Aus- 
tria-Hungary, and Russia. 

David Lloyd George, who took over as prime minister in December 1916, 
had headed the Ministry of Munitions, which handled tasks roughly compara- 
ble to those of Rathenau’s Raw Materials Section; the extent to which Lloyd 
George’s ministry assumed control of Great Britain’s economy was at any rate 
remarkable — a “one-man Welsh revolution,’*® in the words of historian 
George Dangerfield. In this role, Lloyd George did not avoid hostility and 
popular resentment, but they were of a different quality from those finally 
faced by Rathenau. Similarly, at the most desperate stage of the war for 
France, after the failure of the Nivelle Offensive in the spring of 1917, which 
provoked mutinies among the French soldiers, it was Georges Clemenceau, a 
former Dreyfusard, who oversaw a brutal repression of all “defeatists” in 
France. If anything, Jews and Gentiles in France were drawn more closely 
together in these hours of national crisis. No doubt, not everyone saw things 
that way at the time. In Great Britain the Jewish World commented, in response 
to an anti-Semitic exchange in the columns of the London Times, that Jews 
faced “the beginning of a new and evil era. . .. We cannot say any more that 
there is no anti-Semitism in this country that loved the Bible above every- 
thing.”47 

It was in the areas where the Jewish population was most concentrated that 
anti-Semitism was the most intense between late 1918 and 1g20. From the 
beginning of the war the Jews of Austrian Galicia experienced a particularly 
unhappy fate: first, from the hosulity of invading Russian generals and troops, 
thereafter from the repeated offensives and counteroffensives of Russian and 
Austro—German armies, catching the bewildered Jews of the area in between. 
In the course of the war, very large numbers of Jews moved out of Galicia (esti- 
mates range as high as 400,000, half the Jewish population of the province), 
swelling the urban areas and refugee camps of the Austro-Hungarian Empire. 

The Polish overlords and neighbors of the Jews in Galicia had hardly been 
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free of anti-Semitism before the war, but the empire’s constitution protected 
Jews, and mutually beneficial political arrangements had been worked out, 
encouraging a degree of Polish toleration. These fell apart under the hammer 
blows of war, and the non-Jewish population began to blame the Jews, natural 
targets given their central role in local commerce, for the shortages, high 
prices, and generally catastrophic economic conditions of the time. 

The first steps in the formation of an independent Polish state were 
received cautiously, even suspiciously, by Galician Jews, who had reason to feel 
gratitude and attachment to Franz Joseph and his empire; contending Polish 
and Ruthenian activists charged the Jews with disloyalty to the new state. 
“Poland was reborn in Galicia in 1918-1919 to pogrom music.”4® Much the 
same can be said for developments in the Slovakian areas to the south, for- 
merly dominated by Hungary, soon to be incorporated into the new Czecho- 
slovak state. Jews there were regarded, not without reason, as pro-Magyar and 
anti-Slovak. When the first steps m establishing the new state were taken, there 
were episodes of anti-Semitic violence, not really on the scale of the Galician 
pogroms but serious enough. 

To the east, in the chaos and moral anarchy of the Russian civil war, condi- 
tions were far worse and for a longer period. The Red Army of the new Bol- 
shevik regime faced not only the reactionary Whites but also anarchist forces 
and the rag-tag armies of various nationalities that hoped to gain indepen- 
dence. Again, Jews were often caught in between, blamed for allegiance to 
one side or the other or simply plundered because they were there, weak and 
vulnerable. The troops themselves were driven to the edge of desperation; 
many became little more than marauding bands. The White armies were par- 
ticularly prone to anti-Semitism, since they believed the Soviet regime was 
ruled by Jews and assumed that Jews, even traditional ones, were sympathetic 
to the Bolsheviks. Such beliefs became all the stronger when a pro-Bolshevik 
soviet regime took over in Budapest in March 1919 led by a communist coun- 
cil of people’s commissars that was in fact composed entirely of Jews. 

The entry of the United States, in the spring of 1917, gradually tipped the 
balance in favor of France and Great Britain. American intervention was not 
immediately decisive, but the promise of thousands of American troops meant 
that France and Great Britain could more easily reject the idea of a negotiated 
peace with Germany and instead push on for a total victory. That victory was 
finally achieved in the autumn of 1918 after internal upheavals in Germany 
brought to the fore those who were willing to negotiate a peace. 

For the anti-Semitic right in German-speaking central Europe, America’s 
alliance with the French and the English meshed into a by now well-estab- 
lished image of Jewish-controlled powers that were conspiring to destroy Ger- 
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many. The prewar assertion by men like Treitschke, Langbehn, and Chamber- 
lain that the English and the Americans were shallow, commercial minded, 
and materialistic — Jewish in spirit - was now made even more adamantly. 
Chamberlain, in a letter to Wilhelm II, wrote that “England has fallen totally 
into the hands of the Jews and the Americans. .. . This war . . . is in the deep- 
est sense the war of Jewry [/udentum] and its near relative, Americanism, for 
the control of the world.”5° 

In January 1918 President Wilson set down his Fourteen Points, which rep- 
resented in part an effort to regain the propaganda initiative from the Bolshe- 
vik regime. The Bolsheviks had published the tsarist government'’s secret pre- 
war treaties, revealing the expansionist or revanchist goals of France and her 
allies and weakening their claims to be waging a defensive war of high princi- 
ple, of democracy against militaristic and imperialistic aggression. Wilson’s 
Fourteen Points promised a just and lasting peace, based on open diplomacy, 
reduction of armaments, freedom of trade, and self-determination of peoples. 
Wilson also looked to a “general association of peoples” that would oversee 
world order after the war was won. The American president became wildly 
popular in much of Europe. Even the socialists, when answering the oft-posed 
question of that period, “Wilson or Lenin?” chose Wilson by a large majority. 
When the Germans agreed to an armistice, they thought that it would be in 
accordance with Wilson’s Fourteen Points. They were tragically mistaken. 

The Paris Peace conference that gathered in early 1919 oversaw the 
redrawing of the map of most of Europe and large parts of the rest of the 
world. The Jewish Question was on the agenda at Paris, one of a large number 
of nettlesome issues, seemingly impossible to resolve in a way that would be 
just to all concerned. The German right quickly labeled it a “Jewish peace,” 
not only because they believed it vindictive, which it unquestionably was, but 
because they were persuaded that it meant even greater Jewish power in the 
postwar world. 

Again, their fantasy world found much in the real world to nourish it. Even 
many of those who were not notably anti-Semitic viewed the peace settlement 
as part of a titanic struggle between German and Anglo-American values. Ger- 
mans saw themselves as an idealist, disciplined, self-sacrificing people facing 
peoples devoted to shallow liberalism and egotism. Those Germans who had 
put their faith in Wilson’s points believed themselves cynically betrayed. In 
their eyes, the final “dictated peace” (Diktat) was an act of unspeakable perfidy. 

Even discounting such predictable reactions, in practice Wilsonian ideals 
clashed with one another and were simply impossible to implement in many 
instances. A major problem was that large areas of Europe were so mixed in 
population that national self-determination could not be introduced in any 
workable fashion. A related dilemma of the points was that if they had been 
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applied with strict consistency, the result would have been to establish a new 
German nation that was larger and potentially more powerful than before 
1914, since the German-speaking populations of the Austrian half of the 
monarchy would be added to a new self-determined Germany. With the col- 
lapse of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, the old question of the klemndeutsch or 
grossdeulsch German state was again posed. But the idea of a new, “large-Ger- 
man” state, even if democratic in constitution, was absolutely unacceptable to 
France and Great Britain. They were determined both to punish and perma- 
nently weaken Germany, to prevent it from once again becoming the trouble- 
maker that they believed it had been before 1914. The Wilsonian principle of 
self-determination came to be applied only insofar as it did not undermine the 
punitive war aims and general interests of the victorious powers. And in those 
situations that were inherently difficult to arbitrate, Germans were not given 
the benefit of the doubt. 

Linked to such considerations was the problem of constructing militarily 
and economically viable individual states out of the collapse of the Austro- 
Hungarian Empire. Czechoslovakia, in order to be economically and militarily 
viable, needed the western areas of Bohemia and Moravia (often referred to as 
the Sudetenland), which contained a large German-speaking population, one 
that was not enthusiastic about being a minority in the new Czechoslovak 
state. Similarly, Hungary, as a defeated power, was not able to make effective 
claims on those areas that were in their majority Magyar speaking but that 
Czechoslovakia and Romania appropriated. 

The “agreement” finally imposed on Germany, known as the Treaty of Ver- 
sailles, went much beyond what might have been reasonably expected of an 
effort to weaken Germany’s trouble-making potential. But to speak of what 
might have been reasonably expected misses by a wide mark the atmosphere of 
Europe at the end of the war. The popular mood was ugly and vindictive; slo- 
gans such as “Make Germany pay!” and “Hang the Kaiser!” 
everywhere among the victorious powers. Even if Europe's politicians, recogniz- 
ing the dangers of a vindictive peace, had been inclined to moderation — which 
most were not — popular pressures pushed in a contrary direction. 

Some French leaders were determined to dismantle the German Reich into 
smaller, separate states, but when that proved impracticable, a truncated Ger- 
many was agreed upon. The new German state lost not only Alsace—Lorraine 
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to France but also large stretches of Prussian lands to Poland, establishing an 
awkward intrusion, the “Polish Corridor” to the sea, for the new and otherwise 
land-locked state of Poland. A number of smaller adjustments favoring Ger- 
many’s neighbors only added to the sense of impotent outrage in Germany. 
The worst outrage in the eyes of many Germans was the huge reparation 
payments with which they were saddled. They were similarly forced to 
acknowledge guilt for starting the war in 1914. Germany’s military power was 
to be radically curbed; the revered general staff was dissolved, the navy sharply 
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reduced — submarines prohibited — and the army limited to 100,000 volun- 
teers. Most Germans concluded that these measures were designed not only to 
punish but to humiliate and ultimately destroy their country. 

Enormous debate emerged at the time and for many years afterward about 
the wisdom and justice of these draconian arrangements. Those German lead- 
ers who eventually agreed to work within the terms of the treaty did so not 
because they accepted them as reasonable but because they finally saw no real- 
istic alternative. Among those realists was Rathenau, further encouraging the 
belief that he was involved in a Jewish conspiracy to ruin Germany. The policy 
of regretful-realistic “fulfillment” (L7fiillung) of the terms of the treaty so 
incensed the German right that many of its leaders called for violent resistance. 
That option was rejected by most of the nation as promising only greater suffer- 
ing for an already prostrate, half-starved people. Soon the fantastic charge of a 
“stab in the back” of the German armed forces by craven or treasonous politi- 
cians would be taken up by the radical right. For the parties of the left, on the 
other hand, the ultimate absurdity was that they, the supporters of the peace 
resolution of 1917 — who had no responsibility for starting the war - were now 
forced to assume the responsibility for signing the detested Dikiat. 

The Germans were hardly the only people to feel cheated by the peace 
treaties, or to blame Jews for them. The Hungarians lost a much larger propor- 
tion of their prewar territory than did the Germans. They could not claim that 
all of their lost lands were ethnically Magyar, but large portions of them 
undoubtedly were. Being on the losing side was only one of the disadvantages 
suffered by the Hungarians: The soviet republic that was established in Hungary 
from the early spring to the late summer of 1919 fatally weakened the country 
both in terms of negotiating with the victorious powers ancl of protecting its ter- 
ritory from invasion. The weakness of Hungary in defeat made possible the tem- 
porary victory of a communist takeover; no other political tendency was willing 
to assume responsibility. That the soon notorious communist dictator of Hun- 
gary, Bela Kun, and all the commissars of the short-lived soviet republic were 
Jews helped to bring about a sharp change in the climate of opinion in Hungary. 
From being a country whose elites recognized the usefulness of Jews, it became 
one in which Jews were widely seen as destroyers. The virulence of Magyar anti- 
Semitism soon came to rival that in other parts of east-central Europe. 

Austria was also reduced to a fragment of its former self, encompassing only 
the German-speaking alpine provinces of the old empire. The rump state of 
Austria was flatly denied the option of an Anschluss, unification with Germany, 
which apparently most German-speaking Austrians favored at this point. The 
new country was even forbidden to call itself “German Austria,” so fearful were 
the victorious powers of the notion of Germans unifying. 

Italian representatives to the peace conference denounced la vittoria muti- 
lata, the mutilated victory, since their country was denied some of the territo- 
ries bordering on Austria that had been promised during the war. These 
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resentments would constitute a key propaganda theme of Mussolini’s fascist 
movement. 

Most of the new countries to emerge from the collapse of the Russian and 
Austro-Hungarian empires had sizable Jewish populations, and the new lead- 
ers of these countries were required by the Allies to accept so-called minority 
clauses. The clauses, attached to the various treaties establishing the new coun- 
tries, not only stipulated that civil equality be given to minorities, long an issue 
in Romania, but also that minorities had the right to use their own languages 
in official relations with the state, such as courts of law. Furthermore, the state 
was obliged to support separate primary schools for the minorities in their 
own languages. 

The manner in which the minority clauses were imposed lent itself to a 
belief in international Jewish power. The minorities in question, Jews in partic- 
ular but also large numbers of Germans and Magyars, worried about their fate 
in the new nations. The dominant nationalities in the new countries, on the 
other hand, angrily objected that sovereign states could not accept or long tol- 
erate impositions and prescriptions from outsiders. Many of the leaders of the 
new nations saw the minority clauses as providing a way for the Jews to be able 
to continue in their prewar economic prevalence — or even to exercise a 
behind-the-scenes domination of the new countries — whereas Jews saw the 
clauses as absolutely necessary protection, as did other minorities. 

The underlying problem, similar to the more general problem associated 
with national self-determination, was that the minority clauses sought to solve 
things that were not really soluble, at least if a “solution” meant leaving all con- 
flicting claimants reasonably satisfied. Antagonistic national claims in the con- 
text of a modern nation-state were even more irreconcilable than they had 
been under the old multinational empires, especially when the nationalisms 
involved tended to be new and lacking in confidence (Romanian, Yugoslav) or 
long suffering (Polish, Jewish). All of them, Jewish nationalists included, were 
inclined to xenophobia and self-righteous posturing; their experience with lib- 
eral-democratic practices and pluralistic toleration was limited, and for most 
of them the very notion of compromise was considered treasonous. 

American and Bnitish Jews at the Peace Conference played a key role in the 
formulation of the terms of the minority clauses. As one author put it, “such 
distinguished Jewish spokesmen as Louis Marshall, Stephen Wise, and Julian 
Mack . . . laid siege to the Allied plenipotentiaries” and were “in continual 
contact with President Wilson and Colonel House.”5! Another scholar has 
observed that the British activist Lucien Wolf had established an “intimate 
relationship” with Jacques Bigart, the secretary of the Alliance Israelite Uni- 
verselle, and “essentially fused the policies of Anglo-French Jewry during and 
after the First World War. The Quai d’Orsay considered Wolf to be a man of 
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utmost importance. John Headlam-Morley, treaty draftsman for the British 
peace delegation, called Wolf the effective author of the Minority Treaties 
imposed on the Succession States in 1919."°? 

Most of the representatives of the new nations considered the American 
and British Jews to be their enemies. In the eyes of those representatives, the 
minority clauses imposed or perpetuated autonomous enclaves of foreign peo- 
ples on them of a sort that would not have been acceptable to Wilson or any 
other major American politician in their own country, or by the leaders of the 
other Allied countries. The apparent double standard was defended by the 
Allies with the argument that one could not compare the situation in these 
new, backward countries with that of modern states like the United States, 
Great Britain, or France. 

But even from the standpoint of American, British, and French Jews the sit- 
uation was awkward. The usual position of modern Jews had been, since the 
time of the French Revolution, that being a Jew had to do with religious belief, 
not nationhood; now Jewish nationality was being recognized and incorpo- 
rated into official treaties — so far had the influence of Zionist perspectives 
come since Herzl first presented them to an often hostile or incredulous 
world. 

Fantasies about Jewish power aside, Jewish lobbying at Paris was unquestion- 
ably effective; Jewish leaders had the ear of many influential politicians. That 
Jewish leaders in the victorious states were so active in demanding minority 
treaties is hardly surprising, given the anti-Semitism of leading politicians in 
states like Poland and Romania. But far from having established an interna- 
tional conspiracy, Jews were now, perhaps even more than before 1914, terri- 
bly divided among themselves. The American Jews were able to work out com- 
mon goals in regard to the minority clauses, but only after acrimonious 
internal controversy and mostly because they agreed at least on one thing: 
The Jews in the new states needed help from outside. Jewish minorities in 
each of the new countries could appeal to no other nation-state, as could the 
German or the Magyar minorities, to look after their interests. Well-placed 
Jews in America, Great Britain, and France believed that they had an obliga- 
tion, now even more than before the war, to defend Jews in eastern and cen- 
tral Europe, even if those well-placed Jews also differed vehemently among 
themselves about the notion of Jewish nationalism as such. 

If the goals of Jews in the Allied countries were understandable, it is also 
not difficult to understand that the leaders of the new nations did not want 
their economies in the hands of “foreigners” (which undeniably many Ger- 
mans, Magyars, and Jews considered themselves to be in relation to the new 
states). The issue was much like that already discussed in regard to Romania: 
The leaders of the new nations wanted to develop their own national middle 
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class, and they did not want that class to be predominantly Jewish, especially if 
the Jews in question did not speak the national language or idenufy with the 
national culture. Jews also understandably tried to hold on to the social and 
economic positions they had established in counties like Poland and Czecho- 
slovakia. In some ideal world the leaders of the new nations might have 
worked things out with the minority peoples in their midst, but such a world 
did not exist after the war any more than before. As economic conditions 
worsened in the 1930s, relations between national leaders and minorities 
worsened disastrously. 

One might conclude that the victory of the liberal-democratic powers, the 
United States at their head, should have been “good for the Jews.” But on 
examination, that conclusion may be doubted. In spite of the success of Ameri- 
can and British Jews at the peace conference in getting minority clauses 
inserted in the peace treaties, the situation of Jews in most countries of 
east-central Europe in the interwar years turned out to be even more precari- 
ous than prior to World War I. Even after the disruptions of the immediate 
postwar period had settled down, Jewish fortunes continued to be uncertain, in 
many instances seemingly hopeless. Large numbers of Jews came to the conclu- 
sion that the situation under the Austro-Hungarian Empire had been much 
more auspicious for them than the situation in most of the successor states. 
Some Jews even concluded that the long-reviled tsarist regime was preferable to 
the new state of Poland in its treatment of Jews, especially after 1929. 


The Balfour Declaration 
and the Palestinian Mandate 


The Peace Conference dealt with many issues, including carving up the 
defunct Turkish Empire, which had profound implications for the Jewish 
Question in Europe, in that it opened up a possible fulfillment of the Zionist 
dream, the establishment of a national home for Jews in Palestine. The story 
of the genesis of the Balfour Declaration, in which Great Britain officially 
favored the establishment of such a home under British protection, is an 
improbable, even astonishing one. Some have presented the Balfour Declara- 
tion and the eventual establishment of a modern Jewish state as a modern mir- 
acle; others have seen the emergence and survival of the state of Israel as evi- 
dence of how the power of Jews, operating in the corridors of power in 
Europe and America, has been able to achieve things that defy all probability 
— and justice. 

A key area of scholary difference concerns the motivation of Great Britain in 
issuing the Balfour Declaration in the first place. Was it in the interest of the 
counuy to do so, or was some form of Briush altruism — a genuine sympathy for 
the plight of Jews - more important? Did the purported philo-Semitism of lead- 
ing British politicians, based on a peculiar biblical romanticism, play a decisive 


414  ESAU’S TEARS 


role in their support for Jewish aspirations? And did that same philo-Semitism 
account for their blindness to the injustices done to the Arabs of the area? 

We have seen how Chaim Weizmann, like many Jews in Europe, consid- 
ered the English to be the “best Gentiles.” One historian has commented that 
Weizmann “always accepted the British at their own valuation, as tolerant and 
fair-minded, loving freedom and justice.”53 The character of leading British 
politicians, and their mystical religious beliefs, unquestionably played some 
role in the fulfillment of Zionist goals, but we have also seen that the attitudes 
of leaders like Balfour and Churchill to Jews and Zionism before World War I 
were an impenetrable mix of admiration and aversion, of idealistic sentiment 
and transparent self-interest. Much the same holds for the British decision to 
support the establishment of a Jewish homeland: Had there not been a fusion 
of sympathy for Zionist aspirations with hard-headed calculations of national 
self-interest, a Jewish homeland under a British protectorate certainly would 
not have come into existence. If the establishment of a Jewish national home 
in Palestine had been widely perceived as contrary to those interests — as 
indeed in retrospect many British leaders came to believe it was — the philo- 
Semitism or religious sentimentalism of individual leaders would have 
counted for little. Also decisive were a number of broad historical develop- 
ments, above all the collapse of the Turkish Empire, linked to the sultan’s ill- 
fated decision to support Germany in the war, resulting ultimately in a British 
conquest of Palestine. 

Whatever the exact role of British national interest and broad historical 
development, Weizmann knew how to take advantage of the opportunities 
open to him. His success in gaining access to leading British statesmen and his 
skill in making the case for a Jewish homeland were crucial. On the other 
hand, the widely accepted tale that the Balfour Declaration was a reward for 
Weizmann’s contributions as a chemist to the war effort must be dismissed as 
not only implausible but demonstrably false, as Weizmann himself later 
emphasized.54 Weizmann’s scientific contributions, in synthesizing acetone 
(important in producing explosives), helped him gain access to leading offi- 
cials, but it was his ceaseless lobbying for his cause that counted the most. 

He encountered a number of Jewish allies among those statesmen, such as 
the Liberal M.P. Herbert Samuel, but also vehement Jewish opponents of 
Zionism, such as Lucien Wolf and Edwin Montagu (who in 1909 had been the 
first British Jew to win a cabinet post). Both of them considered Zionism an 
unfortunate, reactionary development and a threat to the status of western 
Jews. Among non-Jews, Churchill, Lloyd George, and of course Balfour were 
among Weizmann’s most important supporters. Others, such as Herbert 
Asquith, mixed their skepticism about a Jewish homeland with disdain for 
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Jews, finding private amusement in watching how bitterly Jews themselves 
quarreled over the question. 

Lord Kitchener, the war minister, and the only British minister who had 
extensive firsthand experience in the Middle East, believed that a British pres- 
ence im Palestine would be of no value whatsoever to the empire. Lord Grey, 
the foreign minister, admitted that he felt a “strong sentimental attachment” 
to the notion of a Jewish homeland, but he perceived a myriad of insurmount- 
able obstacles. Asquith declared himself “not attracted to this proposed addi- 
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tion to our responsibilities.”55 Lord Robert Cecil found Weizmann’s argu- 
ments “extraordinarily impressive ... [in spite of] his rather repellent and 
even sordid exterior.” 

One argument especially impressed most ministers: The power of interna- 
tional Jewry. Weizmann did not much use it — or believe in it — but neither did 
he openly dismiss it, since a belief in Jewish power was useful to his cause. 
Churchill and others argued that Jewish financial clout and the control of the 
news media by Jews were compelling reasons to have them on Great Britain’s 
side. Churchill was particularly concerned to rally American Jews. Other 
British leaders worried about the reaction of the indigenous Arab population 
in Palestine, and those who knew something about that population warned 
that British support for a Jewish national home in Palestine risked perma- 
nently alienating the Arab world, with disturbing long-term implications for 
British national interest. 

During the war, British concern about the role that Germany might play in 
the Middle East, especially if some sort of compromise peace were eventually 
negotiated, prompted many British politicians to look favorably upon the idea 
of a British-sponsored Jewish homeland in Palestine as part of a general policy 
to secure the lines of communication with India and points east of the empire. 
These leaders also favored a British presence in Mesopotamia (later Iraq) and 
in the Arabian peninsula. Egypt was of course already under British control.°” 
Thus, both by land and by sea routes vital to the empire would be secured. 

The opinions and positions of Lord Balfour may stand as symbolic of the 
nuances of the issue. Balfour’s government had introduced the Aliens Bill in 
1904; one of the reasons he had early on expressed an interest in Zionism was 
that it offered a way of limiting further immigration of Jews to Great Britain. 
Such concerns were not necessarily anti-Semitic, nor were they divorced from 
broader, humanitarian ones. In 1906 when plans to settle Jews in East Africa 
were being considered, Balfour wrote to Israel Zwangwill that “my anxiety is 
simply to find some means by which the present dreadful state in which so 
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large a proportion of the-Jewish race find themselves in may be brought to an 
end.”5* Balfour doubted that most Jews could or would become genuinely 
English, and he did not much care for those of his Jewish acquaintances who 
were pursuing that elusive goal. He admired Jews like Weizmann because of 
their obvious talents but also because they had no illusions about being or 
ever becoming English. In a highly revealing conversation with Weizmann in 
December 1914, Balfour referred to his friendly contacts with Cosima Wagner 
and observed that he was “in agreement with the cultural antisemites, insofar 
as we believe that Germans of the Mosaic faith are an undesirable, demoraliz- 
ing phenomenon.” He added, however, that “we totally disagree with Wagner 
and Chamberlain as to the diagnosis and the prognosis.”59 (Weizmann was 
hostile to German Jews, and Balfour’s words were probably less offensive to 
him than might be assumed.) 

Balfour was an enigmatic personality, impressing many of those he met as 
cynical and remote. In spite of his distaste for the great masses of eastern 
Jewry, he considered the Jews a “gifted race,” and he spoke of an “immeasur- 
able debt” owed to them by Christianity.® Many scholars have concluded that 
he, more than any other British politicians, was moved by religious sentiment 
and a related doctrinaire attachment to Zionist ideals.61 However much that 
was the case, he was a man who, once having committed himself, pursued a 
project with an iron will, proving to be Weizmann’s most important Gentile 
convert to the Zionist cause. 

Weizmann won over a number of British leaders, not the least of whom was 
the prime minister in 1917, Lloyd George, whose religious mysticism, too, 
mixed in elusive ways with his Zionist sympathies.® Just after the turn of the 
century, he had worked as a lawyer for Herzl, when Jewish settlement in the 
Sinai Peninsula or in East Africa was being considered. Although Lloyd 
George had earlier denounced the power of the English Rothschilds, he was 
markedly more sympathetic to Zionism than Asquith was, whom he replaced 
as prime minister in late 1916. Weizmann later wrote that the new prime min- 
ister once confided to him an instinctive sympathy for the Jews as a small 
nationality because of his own Welsh background. 

In early 1917 it was as if events conspired to favor the Zionist cause: The 
armies of the British Empire began the conquest of Palestine, the tsarist 
regime crumbled, and Germany’s resumption of unrestricted submarine war- 
fare brought the Americans into the war. American support was extremely 
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important, although up to this point the U.S. State Department had strongly 
opposed Zionist goals. Indeed, leading State Department professionals came 
to resent bitterly what they considered a Jewish power so great that it was able 
to contravene completely the established role of the State Department. A most 
striking case in point was the meeting in Washington, D.C., in May 1917 
between Balfour and Justice Brandeis. Although he was close to President Wil- 
son, Brandeis had no official authority to speak on foreign relations. Neverthe- 
less, he communicated to Balfour a strong American support for the ideas of 
Zionism. Historian David Grose has commented that “as an illustration of 
back-channel diplomacy at its most effective, the Balfour-Brandeis meeting 
was exceptional. A Foreign Minister seeking understanding on a delicate polit- 
ical issue turned not to his official opposite number, the Secretary of State, or 
even to the other foreign policy advisers known to be close to the president.” 
Of course Balfour had every right, even obligation, to seek out spokesmen for 
American Jewry on such an issue. What is remarkable is that State Department 
officials, including the secretary of state, were totally ignored. 

President Wilson’s own anti-Semitic background did not prevent his becom- 
ing close not only to Brandeis but also to Rabbi Stephen Wise, and both men 
exercised a strong influence on the American president on the issue of a Jew- 
ish homeland. On the other hand, his intimate adviser in the White House, 
Colonel House, advised Wilson against supporting it. He noted that “the Jews 
from every tribe have descended in force, and they seem determined to break 
in with a jimmy if they are not let in.”6 

The catalyst for an official Briush declaration in favor of a Jewish homeland in 
Palestine, after much hesitation, was a rumor that the Germans might make such 
a declaration. Both Balfour and Wilson were alarmed by the possibility of a Ger- 
man initiative to gain worldwide Jewish support, one that would rally influential 
Jews to the cause of the Central Powers. Thus, again in Grose’s words, “without 
bothering to clear it with anyone, the President of the United States joined in a 
foreign*policy initiative that would shape the course of world affairs for the rest 
of the century. And his Secretary of State sull knew nothing about it.” 

Only two months later did Secretary of State Lansing communicate for- 
mally with the president, advising against support of the Balfour Declaration. 
He offered three reasons: The United States was not at war with Turkey and 
should avoid the appearance of carving up the Turkish Empire; American 
Jews were deeply divided on the subject, and nothing was to be gained in sup- 
porting one side or the other; and “many Christian sects and individuals 
would undoubtedly resent turning the Holy Land over to the absolute control 
of the race credited with the death of Christ.”°7 
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These arguments — from a State Department that would continue to show a 
lack of sympathy for Jewish concerns during the following three decades of 
unparalleled danger for Jews — did not prevail, though they help explain why 
leading Jews did what they could to isolate Lansing. The official declaration 
made by the British government, in the form of a letter from Balfour, as for- 
eign secretary, to Lord Rothschild, the head of the Jewish community in Great 
Britain, reflected in its vague, hedged language some of the most important 
objections to Zionism. In his own draft proposals, Weizmann had stipulated 
that Palestine as a whole should be recognized as the national home of the 
Jews, that Jews should have unrestricted rights of immigration to it, and that 
within their national home Jews should have substantial autonomy. To his hor- 
ror and mortification, none of these points were accepted. His disappoint- 
ment was all the more bitter because, as he later stated, “there cannot be the 
slightest doubt that without outside interference — entirely from Jews!— [our] ... 
draft would have been accepted ... as we submitted it.”68 

Weizmann was especially indignant over the emotional opposition within 
the British cabinet of Edwin Montegu, but other powerful Jewish voices in 
opposition had been raised, including those of the presidents of the Board of 
Deputies and the Anglo—Jewish Association. In a letter published in the Lon- 
don Times on May 24, 1917, the presidents predicted that a Jewish homeland 
in Palestine would be a “calamity.” It would be a dangerous violation of the 
principle of equal rights if Jews in Palestine were to get special political privi- 
leges and economic preferences. Prophetically, the letter warned that the 
result would be endless, bitter warfare with the Arabs of the region.®9 

The relevant paragraph of Balfour’s letter to Lord Rothschild, dated 
November 2, 1917, read as follows: 


His Majesty’s Government view with favour the establishment in Palestine of a 
national home for the Jewish people, and will use their best endeavours to facili- 
tate the achievement of this object, it being clearly understood that nothing 
should be done which may prejudice the civil and religious rights of existing non- 
Jewish communities in Palestine, or the rights and political status enjoyed by Jews 
in any other country. 


The wording skirted most of the key issues, only “favoring” the establish- 
ment of “a” Jewish national home (thus not excluding others), not firmly com- 
mitting Great Britain to establishing one or protecting it once established. No 
mention was made of any Jewish organization, Zionist or not, that would be in 
charge of the national home, nor were any promises made in regard to Jewish 
autonomy in the homeland or special privileges for Jews there. The issue of 
unlimited Jewish immigration was not explicitly addressed, although the 
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non-Jewish communities in Palestine” implied that unlimited immigration 
would not be acceptable. 

However distant from Weizmann’s full Zionist program of the time, the Bal- 
four Declaration must finally be considered an extraordinary accomplish- 
ment, and Weizmann, swallowing his initial disappointment, came to recog- 
nize it.as such. The term “window of opportunity” has nowhere been more 
appropriate, for a declaration of this sort could never have been made before 
a short period in 1917, and certainly at no time afterward. Wilsonian princi- 
ples were ignored: The overwhelming Arab majority in Palestine at the end of 
the war (Jews constituted at most a quarter of the population.) was simply not 
to be given the same consideration as the Czech majority or the Polish major- 
ity in their respective lands. As Paul Johnson has remarked, “if the Arabs as a 
whole had been properly organized diplomatically during the war - if the 
Palestinian Arabs had been organized at all — there is not the shghtest doubt 
that the Declaration would never had been issued.” Throughout the ensuing 
interwar period, the British steadily backed away from even the vague commit- 
ments of the Balfour Declaration. 

The arguments in favor of a Jewish homeland were nevertheless widely per- 
suasive at the time, ranging from the humanitarian to the historical and 
romantic-religious. Balfour and Lloyd George prided themselves in righting a 
long-standing injustice to the Jews and in helping to solve a seemingly insolu- 
ble problem in Europe. Again, as was so often the case during the Peace Con- 
ference, the problems ostensibly solved, the injustices righted, merely created 
other problems and introduced new injustices. And in this regard as in the 
general European settlement, when there were impossible dilemmas to be 
dealt with, someone had to get the short end. In Palestine it was the Arabs; in 
Europe it was the Germans and Magyars. And there would be in both cases 
eventually a heavy price to pay. 

Zionist leaders were close to the corridors of power in Great Britain, 
formed friendships with influential politicians, and argued their points effec- 
tively, whereas the concerns and claims of the Arabs were simply not presented 
with anything like a comparable persuasiveness. Even many European ant- 
Semites supported Zionism. Insofar as there were contacts with Arab leader- 
ship during and after the war, they were tenuous and unsausfactory. A planned 
Arab insurrection against the Turks, negotiated with Sherif Hussain of Mecca, 
never took place. As Lloyd George testily stated the matter, “the Arabs of Pales- 
tine, who might have been helpful to us in many ways, were quiescent and 
cowering.””! Of course, there was no Jewish insurrection either; the first steps 
in the establishment of the modern state of Israel had more in common with 
Herzl’s reliance on contact with the Gentile powerful than with Garibaldian 
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heroics. Jews in Palestine eventually showed themselves to be capable warriors, 
to say the least, but the most dazzling, demonstrations of that capability were to 
come only after World War II. 

A declaration by the British foreign minister in favor of a Jewish national 
home did not automatically make such a home acceptable to the rest of the 
world. In late 1917 most countries were distracted by more pressing issues. 
News of the Balfour Declaration shared headlines on November 8 with the 
announcement of the Bolshevik victory in Petrograd. In the midst of raging 
war and revolution, the declaration simply did not get the scrutiny it deserved. 
It was at any rate a political document of the British government, not a legal 
one based on international consensus, appropriate deliberation, and due 
process. 

The vagueness of the declaration also accounts for the degree to which it 
was not much discussed. The French were particularly distracted at this time, 
in that they were losing their Russian ally and about to face another concen- 
trated onslaught of the German army; they understandably did not devote 
much attention or energy to the Middle East. Still, French officials refused to 
recognize the Balfour Declaration and were decidedly hostile to the idea of a 
British protectorate of Palestine. Asquith’s government had conducted secret 
negotiations with the French in early 1916, agreeing to a partition of the Mid- 
dle East into French and British zones, placing Palestine under an Anglo- 
French condominium, without any commitment to the Jews. The Italians, too, 
were hostile to the idea of a British protectorate and looked to some sort of 
international control in Palestine. 

These differences and many related ones had to be addressed at the Paris 
Peace Conference, and the story is all-too familiar: the play of conflicting 
promises and diplomatic agreements, contradictory principles, power politics, 
and backroom wheeling and dealing, leaving many bitterly disappointed. But 
it is not clear whether alternate setthements would have been more broadly sat- 
isfactory, or more just, since what was just, even with the best of wills, was 
impossible to derive uncontrovertibly from the welter of competing claims. 
Weizmann and other Zionist lobbyists were again extremely active, and again, 
as with the Balfour Declaration, only partially successful. He tried to persuade 
the Allies to use the term “historical right” in regard to the Jewish claim to set- 
tle in Palestine, but the final language spoke only of a “historical connec- 
tion.””? It was, again, an issue of profound implications that would be endlessly 
debated in subsequent decades. 

The British were able to secure a mandate, supported by the League of 
Nations, over both Palestine and Mesopotamia, whereas the French were 
given mandates over Syria and Lebanon. But the Palestinian Mandate was 
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from the beginning a headache for the British, who particularly resisted the 
prospect of an unimpeded movement of Jews into the region. The opposition 
of the Arab majority, as predicted, became the central issue in the new Jewish 
homeland. What the European powers or Great Britain had to say about the 
future of Palesune was not considered binding by the Arabs of the region, who 
had not been consulted — indeed, who felt cynically misused and betrayed, not 
unlike the Germans in reaction to the Versailles Treaty. They soon began to 
mobilize in violent opposition to Jewish settlement, which they saw as a form 
of European imperialism. 

They also began to pick up some of the baggage of modern European anti- 
Semitism. Already by early 1919 Arab leaflets were comparing Jews to poiso- 
nous snakes. No nation, it was asserted in them, had ever welcomed or long 
tolerated Jews, and the Palestinian Arabs would fight to prevent Europeans 
from solving their problems at the expense of the Arabs — dumping unwanted 
Jews from Europe into Palestine.’ These words uncomfortably recalled 
Herzl’s own searing and widely quoted remarks that “we move where we are 
not persecuted; our appearance then leads to persecution. This is a fact and is 
bound to remain a fact everywhere.” 

Many in the British military administration of the region sympathized with 
the Arab majority. They also viewed the Jews as “refuse” from Europe, eco- 
nomic parasites and communist revolutionaries. However, in response to the 
furor, Balfour stated, in terms that only further infuriated the Arab world, that 
“zionism, right or wrong, good or bad, is rooted in age-long traditions and in 
present needs and future hopes of far profounder import than the desires of 
700,000 Arabs.””4 His position, while lasting in its influence, was in the long 
run worn down by a contrary spirit, reflected in Churchill’s comments in 1919 
that “the Palestine venture is the most difficult to withdraw from and the one 
which certainly will never yield any profit of a material kind.” He was not 
much persuaded of the moral legitimacy of the enterprise either: He com- 
mented caustically that “we are pledged to introduce [the Jews] into Palestine, 
and... [they] take it for granted that the local population will be cleared out 
to suit their convenience.” 

As suggested in the Preface, it would be grotesque to argue that the hostility 
of the Arabs, this “anti-Semitism” by “Semites,” was mysterious, having to do 
only with their own psychic problems and not at all with Jewish actions. One 
might argue that the Arabs made many mistakes, had poor leadership, and 
showed many moral flaws. That they picked up some of the crudest ant- 
Semitic myths developed in Christendom is hardly to their credit. But an irre- 
ducible reality remains: They were not treated with fairness, and their resent- 
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ments were understandable, indeed predictable. To recognize that does not 
preclude sympathy for the Jewish,cause, which was also tragic, and would 
become much more so. Tragedy, after all, entails the clash of two just causes. 
For all its troubling, portentous imperfections, this Jewish homeland was a 
beginning, a first substantive step toward something that seemed an utter 
impossibility to most observers before 1914. A new stage of Jewish history had 
begun, with untold implications for the relations of Jew and non-Jew in 
Europe and America. But it was only a beginning, one with many harrowing 
chapters to come, and even by the last decade of the twentieth century it 
could not be said that a secure, “normal” state, a genuine haven for the Jews 
had been achieved — certainly not one that was recognized by the great major- 
ity of its neighbors or even by the majority of the world’s population. At the 
same time, another bold experiment, which might be described as an utterly 
contrasting attempt to resolve the Jewish Question, had begun in Russia. 


=13 
Jews and Revolution 


(1917-1934) 


The revolutionary flame which has burned beneath 
the surface of world history is now blazing up for the 
first ume in a Jewish genius: Leo Trotsky! It is blazing 
with a god-like force that shames every earlier revo- 
lutionary craving and consciousness.! 


The Trotskys make the revolutions; the Bernsteins 
pay the bills. jacob Maze, chief rabbi of Moscow)? 


This mystic and mysterious race has been chosen for 
the supreme manifestation, both of the divine and 
the diabolical. .. . [Jews have been] the mainspring 
of every subversive movement during the nineteenth 
century. ... [They have now] gripped the Russian 
people by the hair of their heads and have become 
practically the undisputed masters of that enormous 
empire. (Winston Churchill) 


The emancipation of the Jews is one of the finest 
achievements of our Revolution. By granting to the 
Jews the same rights as to Russians, we have erased 
from our conscience a shameful and bloody stain. 
(Maxim Gorky)? 
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The Jew as Revolutionary: Fantasy and Reality 


The horrors of revolution fro 1917 to 1921 were in some areas even 
more devastating than those of war; the connections of Jews and socialist revolu- 
tion were more visible than ever before and the anti-Semitic potential greater. 
The perception that revolutionaries were predominantly Jewish and that Jews 
were particularly vicious as revolutionaries spread now from minds like those of 
Nicholas I] — limited, paranoiac, almost pitiful — to those of a different cut, such 
as Woodrow Wilson and Winston Churchill. It was no longer only scandal sheets 
like La Libre Parole or the Bessarebetz that identified radical revolution with Jews; 
now that identification was made by newspapers like the London Times, the 
Chicago Tribune, or the Christian Science Monitor, all of which had enjoyed a repu- 
tation for sobriety on Jewish issues and at least relative fairness. 

Many of those who had been inclined to a hesitant or inconsistent anti-Semi- 
tism before the war, such as Wilhelm I, now embraced more extreme opin- 
ions. Wilhelm’s attitude to “the threat of international Jewry” was influenced by 
reports like those of Walther von Kaiserlingk, the German admiralty’s chief of 
operations, who had visited Petrograd in the winter of 1917-18: He described 
the new government as run by Jews in the interests of Jews; it was “insanity in 
power,” and it presented a mortal threat not only to Germany but to the civi- 
lized world. Wilhelm agreed that the Russian people had been “turned over to 
the vengeance of the Jews, who are connected with all the Jews of the world.”5 

In addressing the issue of Jews and revolution, the precise meaning of the 
word “Jew” takes on particularly crucial significance. If one defines Jew nar- 
rowly, as applying to those who adhere to traditional ritual and belief, then 
there were not many Jewish revolutionaries, and no Bolsheviks. If one accepts 
broader definitions, such as the traditional one (anyone with a Jewish 
mother), then the issue of the “revolutionary Jew” becomes a live one. It 
becomes even more an issue when Jews are defined in the broadest ways (as 
certainly occurred in this period): “non-Jewish Jews,” half-Jews (with a Gentile 
mother but Jewish father), Jewish converts to Christianity, Jewish atheists, and 
even “jewified” if unconverted Gentiles who were closely associated with Jews 
by marriage or personal friendships. 

Even accepting such all-encompassing definitions, however, it is beyond 
serious controversy that the overwhelming majority of Jews in Europe were not 
revolutionaries in the sense of favoring violent upheaval and that even among 
secular Jews in Russia only a minority actively identified with the Bolshevik 
Party before the autumn of 1917. Of course, only a minority of Great Rus- 
sians, too, identified with bolshevism, and the same may be said of Poles, 
Byelo—Russians, Georgians, Armenians, or any of the other nationalities that 
finally came to be ruled by the Bolsheviks. 
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The issue of Jews and revolution, especially between 1917 and the outbreak 
of World War II, became hopelessly entangled with anti-Semitic accusations 
and Jewish defensiveness and apologetics. Given the often low intellectual 
quality of attempts to link Jews and revolution — to say nothing of the malevo- 
lent intent of most of those claiming the link — a natural inclination has been 
to deny it, to ridicule it, or to maintain that it has been grossly exaggerated. It 
has undoubtedly been exaggerated, but there was a more substantial reality, 
feeding the exaggerations, than has been generally recognized. 

Not many Jews, even traditional ones, mourned the fall of the tsar. And for 
a while at least, many Jews were ready to conclude, if hesitantly, that the Bol- 
sheviks were the lesser of two evils. On the other hand, large numbers of Jews 
were alert to the grave dangers of a social revolution, and before too long 
many of them came to the conclusion that as far as Jews were concerned, the 
Bolsheviks were even worse than the tsars. It is a conclusion that in retrospect 
is difficult to avoid in relation to practically any group that one wants to con- 
sider, industrial workers included, the presumed beneficiaries of the Bolshevik 
takeover. 

We have seen how, even in western countries where Jews experienced less 
oppression, an active and highly visible minority of them, especially young, 
secularized Jewish intellectuals in the generation before the war, were power- 
fully attracted to socialist ideas. Jews such as Hess, Marx, Lassalle, Bernstein, 
Otto Bauer, Luxemburg, Martov, Trotsky, and Léon Blum played a major role 
in formulating, refining, and propagating those ideas. Non-Jews (Engels, Kaut- 
sky, Bebel, Plekhanov, Lenin, Guesde, Jaurés) were also important, in many 
regards more important than Jews, but considering that the Jewish population 
of Europe was approximately 2 percent of the total, the Jewish participation in 
socialism, revolutionary and democratic, was remarkably large. 

The conditions of war intensified the attractiveness of revolutionary social- 
ism for many Jews. To recognize that fact does not entail giving credence to 
the accusation made by anti-Semites — as well as by Churchill and, earlier, Dis- 
raeli — that Jews were “always” behind modern revolutionary upheaval. Gen- 
tiles were perfectly capable of making revolution without Jewish inspiration, 
whether in Russia, where the Decembrists and the earliest Narodniks had 
almost no Jewish members, or elsewhere. The French Revolution, the model 
for all modern revolutions, was led entirely by native French. It might be more 
accurate to suggest that Gentiles taught the Jews about revolution, and the 
Jews, being late-comers but quick studies, learned the lesson extremely well. 

Both Jewish and non-Jewish socialists in the late nineteenth century saw 
great merit in the idealism and radicalism of a moral elite of Jews. Just as the 
non-Jew, Friedrich Engels, had praised Jews for their contribution to the 
socialist movement, so V. I. Lenin, in a speech in Zurich in 1905, observed 
that “the Jews furnished a particularly high percentage . . . of leaders of the 
revolutionary movement... . It should be noted to the credit of the Jews, they 
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furnish a relatively high percentage of internationalists.”° On another occa- 
sion Lenin, in lamenting the low moral and intellectual level of his compatn- 
ots, remarked to Maxim Gorky that “an intelligent Russian is almost always a 
Jew or someone with Jewish blood in his veins.”” Léon Blum, who after his par- 
ticipation in the Dreyfus Affair went on to become a prominent figure in the 
French socialist movement, “gloried in the messianic role of the Jews as social 
revolutionaries.”® Although he was one of the most perceptive critics of Bol- 
shevik theory in the debates within his own party in 1919 and 1920 concern- 
ing whether it should join the new Communist International,? he had earlier 
written that “the collective impulse” of the Jews “leads them towards revolu- 
tion; their critical powers . . . drive them to destroy every idea, every traditional 
form which does not agree with the facts or cannot be justified by reason.” 
Revolutionary socialism, he asserted, was a modern form of “the ancient spirit 
of the [Jewish] race.” Justice was a central idea of Judaism, just as love and 
charity were central to Christianity.!° 

Large numbers of similar testimonies by influential socialists could be 
added. On the other hand, an equally impressive list of contrary testimony, 
insisting on the naturally conservative inclinations of Jews, could also be pro- 
duced. The message that Jews were natural conservatives was one that Herzl 
tried to bring to Plehve in his meeting with him in 1903. The natural conser- 
vatism of Jews is a plausible notion, since in the West they were by 1914 pre- 
dominantly middle and upper-middle class. Even in Russia, most Jews, linked 
as they were to commerce, trade, and private property, by personal interest 
were not attracted to socialism, especially not to extreme varieties of it that 
called for violent revolution and socialization of the means of production. 
Arnold D. Margolin, one of Beilis’s lawyers, emphasized that in Paris and 
Berlin, where “the most influential anti-Bolshevist newspapers and magazines” 
were published, “the majority of their contributors are Russian Jews.” Indeed, 
“the number of Jews among the active anti-Bolshevist groups is much larger 
than in the ranks of the Bolshevist Government.”!! 

Trotsky, for one, agreed. He observed that Jews as a whole were not worth 
much to the cause of revolution, for they tenaciously resisted proletarianiza- 
tion. Even when pushed into desperate poverty, Jews stubbornly retained a 
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“petty-bourgeois consciousness,” which for Trotsky was the most contemptble 
of all forms of consciousness. For him, as for many young revolutionary social- 
ists, “bourgeois” and “cowardly” were nearly synonymous, as were “liberal” and 
“hypocrite.” That the capitalist class in eastern Europe was predominantly Jew- 
ish and that many prominent figures in the liberal Kadet (Constitutional 
Democratic) Party were Jewish resulted in an almost unavoidably anti-Jewish 
tenor to many of Trotsky’s pronouncements.!? Like Herzl or Marx, Trotsky 
believed that Jews had handled money for so long that their souls were almost 
irremediably warped.!3 But Trotsky had no use for Zionism, either; he dis- 
missed Herzl as a “repulsive figure.”!4 Even when describing the alienated 
minority of Jewish mtellectuals, Trotsky was harsh: They were fickle, untrust- 
worthy pursuers of fashion, “semiforeigners, not totally assimilated; they 
adhere to any new critical, revolutionary, or semirevolutionary tendency in 
politics, in art, and in literature.”!5 

Most Russian Jews were pulled unwillingly, even uncomprehendingly, into 
the vortex of revolution and ensuing civil war from 1917 to 1921, observers 
rather than actors. But others, especially many who had felt blocked in their 
dreams of a career or who had suffered daily under the irrationality and ineffi- 
ciency of the tsarist regime, were only too understandably moved by a desire 
for violent revenge. Some of those revolutionaries, especially when driven into 
the moral anarchy of civil war, proved themselves capable of breath-taking 
ruthlessness. The defenders of the old regime, or those who in other ways 
opposed the revolutionary left, were no less ruthless. As the revolution devel- 
oped, it was often a question of kill or be killed. There was, however, one 
important difference from earlier confrontations: Jews after 1917, along with 
other groups that had been formerly at the receiving end of tsarist oppression, 
had a more ample chance to turn upon their oppressors. They also died in 
incomparably greater numbers than ever before, whether in battle or as vic- 
tims of pogroms or because of the hunger, disease, and disastrous material 
conditions that accompanied the breakdown of central authority. 

For many observers the Bolsheviks became the embodiment of the Jewish 
revolutionaries, but Lenin and his followers were only one of many revolution- 
ary groups in Russia in 1917. Moreover, the proportion of Jews in Bolshevik 
ranks was smaller than in virtually all others. The other major faction of the 
Russian Marxists, the Mensheviks, by this ime a separate party, counted a dis- 
tuinctly larger proportion of Jews. It is also apparently true, as implausible as it 
may seem, that there were more Jews in leadership positions of the terrorist 
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and peasant-based Socialist Revolutionary Party than at the head of the Bol- 
shevik Party. !® *s 

The Jews in all of these revolutionary socialist parties stood apart in a num- 
ber of ways from the great mass of the tsar’s Jewish subjects. These revolution- 
aries, except for those in the Bund, were Russian speaking and had lived 
mostly outside of the Pale of Settlement; even those who lived in the Pale usu- 
ally led privileged or otherwise atypical existences in it. Trotsky, for example, 
was the son of a nonbelieving, non—Yiddish-speaking, and illiterate Jewish 
peasant, or kulak, a description that could be applied to less than 1 percent of 
Russia’s Jews by 1914. Trotsky’s hostility to other Jews was not uncommon 
among Jewish revolutionaries; almost all had rejected Jewish belief and cus- 
tom, and they saw the rabbis as collaborators with the officials of the tsar. The 
absorption of Jews into the larger nationalities seemed to them natural and 
desirable, a progressive development. 

There were occasional revolutionary Jews who retained traditional beliefs, 
one of the most bizarre being I. N. Steinberg, an Orthodox Jew but also a 
member of the Socialist Revolutionary Party, who served in the second Bolshe- 
vik government from December 1917 to March 1918. He continued to 
observe kashrut, Sabbath, and the obligations to daily prayer, surrounded by 
aggressive atheists, the Genules anong whom gave a new meaning to shabbes 
goy by carrying his briefcase to Saturday meetings.!’7 The leaders of the specifi- 
cally Jewish organizations, such as the Bund and the Labor Zionists (Poale 
Zion), did not of course share Trotsky’s peculiar distaste for Jews, but the 
antagonism of the Bund to many aspects of traditional Judaism was notorious. 

Before the war, Jewish issues had popped up repeatedly in the fiery and 
intricate controversies of the Russian Marxists. The aspirations of the leaders 
of the Bund to establish separate Jewish institutions had prompted Lenin and 
other prominent Marxists to force them out of the nascent Russian Social 
Democratic Workers Party (R.S.D.W.P.). Like most Marxists at the time, Lenin 
did not accept that the Jews were a legitimate nationality; he believed that they 
should work within the main party and blend into the surrounding peoples. 

The conflicts thereafter between Bolsheviks and Mensheviks were not over 
Jewish issues per se, but the large number of Jews in the Menshevik faction did 
not pass unnoticed. At the 1907 London Conference of the R.S.D.W.P,, Stalin 
offered the delegates a typically coarse witticism: He observed that the Men- 
sheviks formed a Jewish faction, whereas the Bolsheviks were a truly Russian 
faction of the Social Democrats; it might be a good idea, then, for the Bolshe- 
viks to organize “a pogrom within the party.”!8 
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These remarks shocked some at the conference — Russia had recently wit- 
nessed wave after wave of murderous pogroms — but it was not only men like 
Stalin, known for his crudity, who uttered such anti-Jewish remarks. At the 
same conference, Rosa Luxemburg, justifiably renowned for the refinement 
of her intellect, caustically attacked one of the leaders of the Bund, Abramo- 
vich “and his ilk”; they were, she charged, “among those who speculate with 
the nsing and falling prices of sugar.” The Bundist delegates were so incensed 
by her slur that they refused to let her continue speaking. The offending 
words were finally erased from the stenographic account of the congress.!® 

Leonard Schapiro, a pioneering historian of Russian social democracy, has 
argued that behind the Menshevik—Bolshevik schism was indeed a 
Jewish—Gentile issue, in that Lenin’s extreme elitism, his disdain for formal 
majorities, and his belief in the “leading role” of the party in relation to the 
proletariat, reflected a Great Russian mind-set; tsarist autocracy and suspi- 
ciousness had sunk deep into the Russian soul over the centuries, even in the 
case of those opposed to tsarism. On the other hand, the ideas of the Menshe- 
vik leader, Julius Martov, and of other leading Jewish Mensheviks were more 
consistent with international standards of Marxist socialism.?° 

Recognizing that there were fewer Jews in the Bolshevik faction than in the 
Menshevik, or even that Bolshevism was not a typically Jewish ideology, does 
not mean that the issue of the role of Jews in Bolshevism is settled, for there 
were still many Jewish Bolsheviks, especially at the very top of the party. And 
there were even more in the dreaded Cheka, or secret police, where the Jew- 
ish revolutionary became visible in a terrifying form. In both party and Cheka 
there were also a remarkably large number of other non-Russians, however 
“typically Russian” Lenin’s theories may have been. 

Determining the exact number of Jews in the leading ranks of the party 
and the secret police is nearly impossible, in large part because of the diffi- 
culty of deciding who was Jewish. Simple numbers or percentages fail to 
address the key issues of visibility and qualitative importance; Jews as promi- 
nent party leaders were undoubtedly much more numerous than in the rank- 
and-file. Even in the case of the party’s central committee, citing the absolute 
numbers of Jews, or their percentage of the whole, fails to recognize certain 
key if intangible factors: the assertiveness and often dazzling verbal skills of 
Jewish Bolsheviks, their energy, and their strength of conviction. 

Any effort to compose a list of the most important Bolsheviks must be 
unavoidably subjective, but it seems beyond serious debate that in the first 
twenty years of the Bolshevik Party the top ten to twenty Ieaders included close 
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to a majority of Jews. Of the seven “major figures” listed in The Makers of the 
Russian Revolution, four are of Jewish origin, and of the fifty-odd others 
included in the list, Jews constitute approximately a third, Jews and non-Rus- 
sians close to a majority.?! 

Trotsky’s name (originally Lev Davidovich Bronstein) would of course head 
any list of Jewish Bolsheviks and alone might count for more than all the oth- 
ers. His case will be more amply considered later on. Grigori Yevseyevich 
Zinoviev (Radomyslsky), the son of a Jewish dairy farmer, was known as 
Lenin’s closest associate in the party during the war years and a key figure in 
its central committee. Among Zinoviev’s many highly visible posts were 
president of the Communist International and chairman of the Petrograd 
Soviet. He was a celebrated orator: The four-hour speech he delivered in Ger- 
man at the Congress of Halle in Germany in October 1920 was considered by 
friend and foe alike to be a tour de force of pro-Communist rhetoric, almost 
demonic in effectiveness.?? 

Lev Borisovich Kamenev (Rosenfeld), long closely associated with Zinoviev, 
also held a string of important positions: He was in charge of Pravda, the party 
newspaper, a member of the party’s Central Committee, and chairman of the 
Second Congress of Soviets in November 1917, which formally ratified the rev- 
olutionary seizure of power. He also became chairman of the Moscow Soviet 
and was briefly titular head of the Soviet state. He, like Zinoviev, was recog- 
nized as one of Lenin’s closest associates in the party. Kamenev’s mother was 
non-Jewish, and he was formally a Christian. That he was born in Moscow, the 
son of a Jewish railway worker, is further indication of his status as a non-Jewish 
Jew, for his father’s occupation was as rare for Jews as that of Trotsky’s father. 
But Kamenev had married a Jew — interestingly, Trotsky’s sister, Olga. 

Adolf Yoffe was also a member of the party’s Central Committee in the 
autumn of 1917. He had joined the party when Trotsky did, in August of that 
year. He served as chair of the Revolutionary Military Committee of the Petro- 
grad Soviet. Trotsky also sat on the committee, indeed dominated it in the cru- 
cial period when the committee directed the seizure of power in early Novem- 
ber. Yoffe then headed the Soviet diplomatic delegation in negotiating the 
Brest—Litovsk Treaty with Germany, and after that became Soviet ambassador 
to Germany in 1918. He was thus much in the public eye, both in Russia and 
abroad — notoriously so after it was discovered that he was supporting German 
revolutionanies, with propaganda materials and large sums of money, activities 
that resulted in his expulsion from the country. 

Yoffe was one of Trotsky’s few close friends in the party and also one of 
Stalin’s staunchest and earliest enemies, but, again, he was an unusual Jew: 
He was of Karaite origin, that is, born into an ancient dissident Jewish sect 
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that did not recognize the Talmud. A few thousand of its followers survived in 
the Caucasus area. Karaites were ethnically distinct from the Jews in the rest 
of the empire. They did not speak Yiddish and indeed insisted that they were 
not “Jews,” certainly not Semites. Interestingly, the tsarist regime recognized 
this distinctness and did not apply anti-Jewish legislation to them. Karaites 
lived mostly outside the centers of Jewish population in the Pale; Yoffe was 
born in the Crimea. Still, for such a man to be the new regime’s leading 
diplomat, when the diplomats of most other countries were chosen from the 
older ruling elites, was symbolic of how different Soviet Russia was from the 
regime of the tsars. 

At a notch down in visibility was Yakov Mikhailovich Sverdlov. Described as 
“very Jewish-looking,”*S he was another early associate of Lenin and stalwart of 
the Central Committee. He became secretary and main organizer of the Bolshe- 
vik Party in 1917 and 1918 and served as head of state after Kamenevy relin- 
quished that position. Sverdlov was born in Nizhny—Novgorod, outside the Pale, 
and attended state schools, but he soon became involved in revolutionary activi- 
ues. His premature death in 1919 was widely recognized as especially damaging 
to the party; Lenin remarked that it would take several men to do the work he 
did, although as party secretary Stalin would finally make much more of the 
post than had Sverdlov. There was at any rate no little symbolism in the fact that 
a Jew was both the head of the state and the secretary of the ruling party. Per- 
centages of Jews in state positions or in the party do not capture that adequately. 

In approximately the same second-level category was Moisei Solomonovich 
Uritsky, notorious as the chief of the Cheka in Petrograd, where the Red Ter- 
ror raged with special brutality. For anti-Semites he became the personifica- 
tion of “Jewish terror against the Russian people.”*4 Unlike most other Jewish 
Bolsheviks, Uritsky was born into an Orthodox family inside the Pale. His 
mother had even hoped he would become a rabbi. Instead, he became 
involved in revolutionary violence at an early age. By 1917 he was closely asso- 
ciated with Trotsky and, like Yoffe, only joined the Bolsheviks in the summer 
of 1917. However deserved his reputation for harshness, he was actually 
known in the party as a moderate among the Chekists. He was certainly less 
fanatical than Zinoviev, whose pervasive cruelty and vindictiveness toward 
alleged counterrevolutionaries prompted Uritsky at one point to lodge an offi- 
cial complaint.?° 

To the list of leading and highly visible Jewish Bolsheviks could be added 
such names as Grigory Sokolnikov (one-time editor of Pravda and leader of 
the delegation that finally signed the Brest-Litovsk Treaty with Germany after 
Yoffe adamantly refused to have his name associated with such a “disgraceful” 
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treaty) or Karl Radek, who became unusually well known in the West because 
of the “political salon” he maintained while in prison in Germany in 1919; 
many leading politicians visited him there. He, too, was described as highly 
Jewish in physical attributes and manner. 

A list of prominent non-Jews in the party would begin with Lenin, whose 
name outweighs the others, although in the first year or so of the revolution, 
Trotsky’s fame rivaled his. Yet his status as a non-Jew and “real Russian” is not 
as clear as subsequent Soviet propaganda tried to make it. His grandfather on 
his mother’s side was Jewish, though a convert to Christianity and married to a 
woman of German origin. On Lenin’s father’s side were Kalmyk and Swedish 
forebears. Lenin the non-Jew, in other words, was Jewish enough to have fallen 
under the shadow of doubt in Nazi Germany or to have been accepted in the 
state of Israel. He was of course widely believed to be a Jew, although he was 
Great Russian in a cultural sense and of mixed origin in other regards.*6 

Stalin, who was a Georgian (his real name was Josef Dzhugashvili) and who 
always spoke Russian with an accent, became widely visible only after 1921. 
Whether he would have made a top-ten list before that is doubtful, although 
he did serve in the first Bolshevik government, as commissar of nationalities.2 

Nikolai Ivanovich Bukharin, the son of Moscow elementary school teachers, 
was widely considered, after Lenin, to be the most able theorist in the party. 
He held as well many important and visible posts in the party and in govern- 
ment. Lenin often differed with Bukharin, on a few occasions vehemently, but 
he retained an intellectual respect and personal affection for him to the end 
of his life.28 Bukharin, too, became more prominent in the 1920s but is a 
stronger candidate for the top-ten in the years of the revolution than is Stalin. 

Other non-Jews might be mentioned but almost certainly do not quite mea- 
sure up to Trotsky, Zinoviev, Kamenev, Yoffe, Sverdlov, Uritsky, or Radek in visi- 
bility, inside Russia and abroad, especially not in the crucial years from 1917 
to 1921. Among them were Alexander Shlyapnikov (a leader of the Bolshevik 
Petrograd organization during the revolution and commissar of labor in the 
first Soviet government), Mikhail Tomsky (a Politburo member and promi- 
nent in the trade union movement), and Aleksei Rykov (commissar for home 
affairs and then deputy chairman of the Council of Peoples’ Commissars). 
Shlyapnikov and Tomsky had proletarian backgrounds, actually exceptional in 
the higher ranks of the party — Lenin was a member of the nobility — and even 
more exceptional among Jewish Bolsheviks. Each, however, also had unusual 
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and revealing backgrounds. Shlyapnikov, for example, came from a family of 
Old Behevers, a group that had historically been persecuted under the tsars 
even more brutally than were Jews. 

Mikhail Kalinin, who filled the largely ceremonial post of president of the 
Soviet Union, is another revealing case. He was a man of limited education 
and mental horizons, seen as a symbol of the proletarianized peasantry, but his 
concern for Jewish welfare was so strong and apparently sincere that Jewish 
Bolsheviks considered him “more Jewish than the Jews.” In a much-noted 
episode, he broke down crying and was unable to finish a speech in which he 
was describing the killing of Jews in the pogroms of the civil war.?9 

Kalinin’s case suggests another category, the jewified non-Jew, to use the 
language of the anti-Semites. The term, freed of its ugly connotations, might 
be used to underline an often overlooked point: Even in Russia there were 
some non-Jews, whether Bolsheviks or not, who respected Jews, praised them 
abundantly, imitated them, cared about their welfare, and established intimate 
friendships or romantic liaisons with them. Lenin was of course considered 
jewified, if not exactly Jewish, by anti-Semites. As noted, he openly and repeat- 
edly praised the role of the Jews in the revolutionary movement; he was one of 
the most adamant and consistent in the party in his denunciations of pogroms 
and anti-Semitism more generally.*° After the revolution, he backed away from 
his earlier resistance to Jewish nationalism, accepting that under Soviet rule 
Jewish nationality might be legitimate. On his death bed, Lenin spoke fondly 
of the Jewish Menshevik Julius Martov, for whom he had always retained a spe- 
cial personal affection in spite of their fierce ideological differences. 

An even more remarkable case was Felix Dzerzhinsky, the head of the 
Cheka, a “non-Jewish Jew” in a different sense. (The destruction of his statue 
in front of the KGB building in Moscow in August 1991, after the ill-fated 
putsch by party conservatives, was widely seen as symbolic of the destruction of 
a hated past of secret police domination.) In origin a member of the Polish 
gentry, he had learned Yiddish as a young man in Vilna and had established 
close friendships with many Jews in the revolutionary circles of the town. He 
had several romances with Jews and finally married one. 

The backgrounds and personal contacts of non-Jews such as Lenin, Kalinin, 
and Dzerzhinsky help explain how it was that so many observers believed the 
Bolsheviks were mostly Jews or were in some way under Jewish tutelage. The 
various refinements of Jewishness — traditional Jew, reform Jew, cultural Jew, 
half-Jew, non-Jewish Jew, self-hating Jew, Karaite, jewified Gentile — did not 
have much meaning to most of those who were in a life-and-death struggle 
with the Bolsheviks and who of course were not used to seeing Jews in any 
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position of political authority in Russia; to see them in such numbers spoke for 
some radical undermining of a previously accepted order. The leaders of the 
anti-Bolshevik White armies were convinced that they were fighting Jews and 
other foreigners (Georgians, Armenians, Lithuanians, Poles) — but mostly and 
most importantly Jews - who had somehow seized control of Mother Russia. 
To most of the Whites the differences between the various revolutionary fac- 
tions were of little importance; they all appeared alien, foreign in inspiration, 
jewified, and destructive. Indeed, for many on the right even the liberal 
Kadets were viewed as westernized and jewified. 

Such exaggeration was hardly limited to the White armies. One book pub- 
lished in the West, The Causes of World Unrest, presented a list of fifty members 
of the Bolshevik government and declared that 95 percent of them were Jews, 
a common conclusion, as was the notion that the Bolsheviks were murderously 
destructive. Churchill, in discussing the leading role of Jews in the Bolshevik 
Party, observed that “this amazing race has created another system of morality 
and philosophy, this one saturated with as much hatred as Christianity was 
with love.”3! The noted Catholic author and parliamentary deputy Hilaire Bel- 
loc, who had favored the Dreyfusards and denounced Beilis’s trial, in 1919 
wrote The Jews, claiming that Bolshevik outrages had created real anti-Semi- 
tism in Britain for the first time. His assertion that Jewish Bolsheviks had 
spread anti-Semitism more widely than ever before was taken up by many oth- 
ers. It would find echoes even at the end of the twentieth century, most 
notably in the efforts of German historian Ernst Nolte to explain the Holo- 
caust as stemming from Hitler’s fear of the Bolsheviks’ “Asiatic deeds.” 
Destruction of the Jews by the Nazis was from this perspective to be considered 
a preventive measure, ultimately one of self-defense.*? 

As early as November 1917 Belloc’s friend and intellectual colleague, C. K. 
Chesterton, had sternly warned the Jews in Great Britain who were sympa- 
thetic to the revolution that “if they continue to. . . [incite] people against the 
soldiers and their wives and widows, they will learn for the first time what anti- 
Semitism really means.”%3 (At this time, the Bolsheviks, having just assumed 
power, were trying to spread revolutionary defeatism to the West and had 
begun negotiations to sign a separate peace with Germany.) 

In France, observers of nearly all political stripes were even more appalled 
than the British by the prospect of a separate peace between Germany and 
Soviet Russia. Anti-Semitism, well entrenched on the right, revived in the rest 
of the political spectrum, undermining what had been achieved through the 
patriotic unity of August 1914. The older charges that Jews were unpatriotic 
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or part of a capitalist conspiracy now refocused on the Jew as a social subver- 
sive, “taking orders from Moscow.” 

These anti-Bolshevik passions raged even after the defeat of Germany in 
the following year, as fear of the spread of revolution from Russia gripped 
much of the Continent. In the elections of the autumn of 1919, the French 
right, allied as the Bloc national and in many areas grouping all parties 
except the socialists (SFIO), plastered the walls and kiosks of France with the 
image of an unshaven revolutionary, demonic and Jewish-looking, a bloody 
knife between his teeth. The right’s campaign was devastatingly effective 
against the SFIO, whose leaders had made the unwise decision to reject all 
electoral alliances and identify boldly with the party’s prewar revolutionary 
tradition. 

Fear of Jewish radicals and revolutionaries added significantly to a change 
of opinion in favor of restricting immigration in the United States. Attorney 
General Mitchell Palmer referred to the “Trozky doctrine” of spreading revo- 
lution to the world, “Trozky” himself being “a disreputable alien . . . this lowest 
of all types known to New York City.” In the United States, too, an effort was 
made to show that the overwhelming majority of the leaders of Soviet Russia 
were Jews. Jacob Schiff was allegedly involved in the decision to overthrow the 
tsar,>4 a charge, as we have seen, that had more than a little plausibility since 
he had fed large amounts of money to revolutionaries in Russia and openly 
boasted about his role in combating the tsar.*9 

As revolutionary unrest spread to central Europe in late 1918 and 1919, 
apprehensions — and anti-Semitic fantasies — were further fueled. The Jewish- 
led Hungarian Soviet regime played an important role. Jews were less numer- 
ous in the German Communist Party than in the Hungarian, but they were 
still important and, again, highly visible. The party’s first two leaders, Rosa 
Luxemburg and, after her murder in January 1919 at the hands of a right- 
wing paramilitary organization, Paul Levi, were of Jewish origin. Even in 
France and Italy, with their small and overwhelmingly bourgeois Jewish popu- 
lations, the emerging Communist parties counted a number of Jews in leader- 
ship positions. The main claim to authority of Boris Souvarine, of Russian—Jew- 
ish origin, in the French party, was support from Moscow; he had little 
experience in the party or popularity with its rank-and-file. Thus, even within 
the various and often violently contending factions of the nascent Communist 
parties of the West, “foreign Jews, taking orders from Moscow” became a hot 
issue. It remained mostly taboo in socialist ranks to refer openly to Moscow’s 


4 A. Mitchell Palmer, “The Case Against the Reds,” Forum, Feb. 1920; Leon Poliakov, /listory of 
Anti-Semitism, Suicidal Europe, 1870-1933 (Oxford, 1985), 231-2; Johnson, History of the Jews, 
459- 

35 For further details, see Zosa Szajkowski, Jews, Wars, and Communism: The Altitude of American Jews 
to World War I, The Russian Revolutions of 1917, and Communism (1914-1945), vol. 1 (New York, 


1972). 


436 —ESAU’S TEARS 


agents as Jewish, but the implication was often there that such foreign Jews 
were destroying western socialism. — ,, 

News from Russia through the ensuing chaotic years of revolution and civil 
war was confused and unreliable. Reports of Bolshevik atrocities were some- 
times wildly exaggerated, but the truth of terror and counterterror between the 
Reds and Whites was horrible enough. In western Europe it was feared that 
such fratricide would spread out of Russia. Even most of those socialists who 
chose to join the Communist International in 1919 and 1920 argued that revo- 
lution in the West would not be as bloody and dictatorial as it was in Russia.*6 

The Bolsheviks justified their assumption of power in backward, underde- 
veloped Russia on the prediction that proletarian revolution would spread 
from Russia to the rest of Europe. In retrospect, it is easy to see that the likeli- 
hood of world Communist revolution in those years was not great, but that was 
not the way it appeared to many at the time. A Communist coup was 
attempted in Berlin in January 1919 (the Spartacus Uprising, when Rosa Lux- 
emburg was killed), and in the course of that tumultuous year in Germany 
pro-Bolshevik revolutionaries took over, however briefly and confusedly, in 
Munich. In France a general strike was launched in the spring of 1920, and in 
the autumn of that year there were massive factory occupations in the indus- 
trial north of Italy. Perhaps most worrisome to the western powers, the Red 
Army, headed by Trotsky, launched an offensive against Poland in the summer 
of 1920 that was touted as the beginning of a triumphant advance of the Red 
Army into western Europe. The revolutionary proletariat, it was proclaimed 
from Moscow, would rise up to welcome the liberating armies of revolutionary 
Russia. These and similar violent challenges to existing authority all proved 
abortive or ephemeral. Most were drowned in blood. But they added fuel to 
the raging fears and fantasies of the time. 


Russian Jews in Revolution: 
From March to November 


Although Jews had every reason to hope for the fall of the tsarist regime, 
they had almost nothing directly to do with the revolutionary events in Petro- 
grad of March 1917. Rather, by 1916 the tsar had so discredited himself that a 
broad consensus emerged that he had to go. It is revealing that the 
radical-populist anti-Semite Purishkevich joined forces with members of the 
court nobility to murder Rasputin, the holy-man “friend” of Nicholas and 
Alexandra, revered by them for his ability to stop the bleeding of their hemo- 
phihac son and heir to the throne.*’ It is also revealing that by May 1918 Pu 
ishkevich offered grudging support to the Soviet regime, even after spending 
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time in its prisons. The Soviets could at least provide order, he believed, and 
were preferable to the anarchy that threatened the country.*8 

The revolution in March grew out of bread riots in the capital, Petrograd, 
led mostly by hungry housewives, not self-conscious socialist revolutionaries. 
Soldiers refused to repress the rioters or to deal with other aspects of civilian 
restiveness, and that unwillingness then developed to actual mutiny. The Pro- 
visional Government that tried thereafter to exercise power faced massive 
problems. Its authority was challenged by various soviet organizations. The 
Soviet of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies was soon established in Petrograd, 
building on the precedents of the 1g05 revoluuon. The proliferating revolu- 
tionary soviets (the word simply means “councils” in Russian) enjoyed a 
broader popular support than did the Provisional Government, which was 
made up of former deputies to the last and highly unrepresentative Duma. 
But the Petrograd Soviet was initially willing to let the Provisional Government 
assume the daily tasks of governing. 

One of the first measures taken by the Provisional Government was a 
decree conferring complete civil equality upon Russia’s Jews. That action was 
hailed as long overdue by the Russian press; even Novoe Vremia, which, as a 
semiofficial organ before 1917, had often published anti-Semitic material, 
applauded the move and commented that “nothing evoked more hatred 
against the former government on the part of Russian society than the perse- 
cution of minority groups and religions.”*9 

Many of Russia’s Jews were jubilant at the news. In some Jewish homes, 
Passover was celebrated that year with the reading of the decree instead of the 
traditional Haggada.‘° Plans were quickly made by Jewish activists for an all- 
Russian Jewish congress. The excited appeal that went out for it proclaimed 
that whereas elsewhere Jews had received civil equality, only now, in revolu- 
tionary Russia, were they also going to receive recognition of their separate 
nationality within another nation.?! Nothing finally came of this congress, 
since the Bolshevik Revolution, and then civil war, got in the way. 

In Russia, perhaps even more than elsewhere, civil equality for Jews, to say 
nothing of an official recognition of Jewish nationality, opened up a Pandora’s 
box. The concerns voiced so often before the war - that the Jews, if made 
equal under the law to non-Jews, would take over Russia — continued to have 
potent reverberations after 1917, especially after the Bolshevik Revolution in 
November. Significantly, even in Great Britain, Henry Wickham Steed later 
wrote that the events of 1917 represented a massive victory for “the Jews”: 
“The joy of Jewry at these events [civil emancipation and then the Bolshevik 
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takeover] was not merely‘the joy of ttiumph over an oppressor; it was also 
gladness at the downfall of hostile religious and semi-religious institutions.” 
He added that “potent international financial interests were at work in favour 
of the immediate recognition of the Bolsheviks.”4? 

The state of Jewish-Gentile relations by late 1917 was incomparably more 
envenomed, more filled with mutual fear and suspicion, than it might have 
been had the tsar granted civil equality to the Jews in, say, 1g00, when he and 
others drew back, claiming that emancipation of the Jews would only awaken 
much worse anti-Semitism in the general population. Now the tsarist bureau- 
cracy was dissolving; the outsiders were becoming the insiders. Jews who had 
faced pervasive discrimination and persecution suddenly found government 
positions opened to them while closed to the older privileged classes, who 
were overwhelmingly of Great Russian background. That Jews, among the 
most highly educated and urbanized of Russia’s population, should benefit 
dramatically is not surprising, but that rapid change in fortunes entailed a 
backlash — jealousies, apprehension, and a perception of a “Jewish takeover.” 

In balance, the initial benefits for some Jews were outweighed by the tragic 
misfortunes to the great majority of them caught in the middle of revolution 
and civil war. It is possible that the Jews, given their previous degree of oppres- 
sion, gained more and suffered less than the rest of the population in a time 
of unparalleled hardships for all of the people of the Russian empire. Even 
that convoluted speculation risks giving an inaccurate impression, for in many 
areas Jews were violently attacked from all sides of the political spectrum: from 
the right as revolutionaries (or sympathizers with the revolution) and from the 
left as capitalists and exploiters. 

Sull, after 1917, especially after November 1917, there was in Europe a 
most remarkable change in the status quo: Large numbers of individual Jews 
assumed, for the first ime in modern history, a major role in the government 
of non-Jewish peoples. Such was the case not only in Russia but in other areas, 
most notably Hungary and Germany. At first, there were no Jews in the shift- 
ing cabinets of the Russian Provisional Government, at least in part because 
those Jews who were qualified feared their presence might discredit the new 
government.* Even the Council of People’s Commissars of November, respon- 
sible to the Soviets and composed entirely of Bolsheviks, numbered only one 
Jew, Leon Trotsky, although that soon changed. 

The near-universal jubilation at the fall of tsarism did not last long. The 
new Provisional Government soon found itself confronted with a series of 
urgent crises, conflicting claims, and pressing demands, many of which were 
ultimately irreconcilable. No doubt the most important of them was whether 
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Russia should continue the war. In retrospect at least, the new government’s 
decision to honor Russia’s alliance with France and Great Britain and to 
launch another offensive in the spring of 1917 seems to have been a mistaken 
one, making possible the ensuing victory of the Bolsheviks. 

It is common to speak of the many mistakes made by the Provisional Gov- 
ernment, but it may well be that no party, or coalition of parties, could have 
effectively ruled Russia in the spring and summer of 1917. Certainly the Bol- 
shevik Party could not have done so initially, since at that time, in stark con- 
trast to the legends it subsequently nurtured, it was scarcely more than a sect, 
with little popular following and weak, disoriented cadres. Part of the secret of 
the eventual Bolshevik victory was the party’s initial marginality; Lenin and his 
lieutenants could stand on the sidelines while the other parties exhausted and 
discredited themselves. By the late summer of 1917 many who had at first paid 
littke attention to the Bolsheviks began to take them seriously, if only out of 
frustration with the poor showing of the Provisional Government. 

The rapid transformation of the Bolshevik Party from being regarded as a 
near lunatic fringe to one that enjoyed majority support in the soviets of the 
capital is a remarkable story. However crucial the role of the decision by the 
Provisional Government to continue the war, the talents of Bolsheviks in the 
techniques of rallying, or at least neutralizing, key elements of the working 
class and soldiery, in the context of a chaotic disintegration of all authority, 
cannot be ignored. Even more crucial was the Bolsheviks’ ruthlessness in 
retaining power once it had been seized. 

Indeed, the feat of holding onto power in the months and years after 
November 1917 was finally more impressive than seizing it. At any rate, 
“seizure of power” is a misleading term, and Bolshevik “rule” was at first not so 
much the establishment of a new kind of authority as the recognition of the 
collapse of authority. To that clegree, the Bolsheviks, although formally believ- 
ers in a strong, centralized state under a proletarian dictatorship, resembled 
anarchists more than Marxists. Rather than resolving the conflicting demands 
of the Russian people, the Bolsheviks began by acceding to them all — indeed, 
encouraging them — in a way that the Provisional Government refused to do: 
to the peasants, land; to the soldiers, peace; to the workers, control of produc- 
tion; to the minorities, promises of autonomy or independence; to all of Rus- 
sia’s suffering population, promises of bread. Whatever the adroit efforts of 
Lenin or Trotsky to reconcile these opportunistic promises with Marxist the- 
ory, they remained opportunistic promises. They were not reconcilable with 
Marxism or indeed with any other revolutionary theories, except possibly 
anarchism. The simple truth is that Bolshevik promises were a means to 
power. 

Beyond the tortured reasoning of Russian Marxist theories lay one proposi- 
tion that did make some sense: The seizure of power by the Bolsheviks in 
industrially backward Russia was only the first step on the way to world revolu- 
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tion. Russia would provide a spark that would ignite proletarian uprisings in 
more advanced areas, most importantly German-speaking central Europe, and 
the victory of communist revolution there would assure its spread to the rest of 
the world. In a related way, revolution in Russia would break the chain of 
world imperialism, making economic survival impossible for the western capi- 
talist powers. 

The implication of this idea of the spread of revolution to Russia's neigh- 
bors, and eventually to the world, closely resembled a fantasy of the anti-Sem- 
ites: That the Jews, in the guise of proletarian revolutionaries, sought to rule 
the world. But even those who did not perceive the Bolsheviks as a front for a 
worldwide Jewish conspiracy were alarmed by the idea of ever-widening social 
revolution. Soon many of them began to take measures to snuff out the 
nascent revolutionary regime in Russia. 

Before dealing with the hostility of the capitalist world in general, the Bol- 
sheviks had more immediate problems. Peace had to be made with Germany, 
and enemies inside the former Russian Empire had to be fought. Peace nego- 
tiations with Germany extended through late 1917 and into early 1918; the 
peace eventually signed was not so much negotiated as dictated by the Ger- 
mans. With their utterly commanding military position, the German generals 
felt no need to agree to any of the demands of Russia’s new rulers and simply 
ordered their troops to advance further when those leaders tried to negotiate 
favorable terms. In the final treaty, signed at Brest—Litovsk in March 1918, 
much of European Russia was handed over to German control. 

Most Bolshevik leaders opposed the treaty, but Lenin believed that no other 
choice was possible if the Bolsheviks were to retain power. He was almost cer- 
tainly correct. The same ruthless realism characterized Lenin’s reactions to 
the threats to Bolshevik power inside the country. Having released the genie 
of rebellion and having encouraged the disintegration of all existing state 
forms of repression (army, police, courts, bureaucracy), he had to build a new 
state, new repressive agencies, almost from scratch. It was a laborious and 
extremely messy process, some of the abominable details of which are only 
now coming to light. 


The Red Terror — a Jewish Terror? 


The task of establishing political legitimacy and new agencies of repres- 
sion was all the more herculean because the Bolsheviks had never come close 
to enjoying majority support in the country as a whole, in spite of their fleeting 
and often contrived majorities in some of the urban soviets, especially those of 
large industrial cities such as Petrograd and Moscow. Whatever support the Bol- 
sheviks did enjoy in the county at large was mercurial and based on vague or 
false perceptions. The winning slogans, “all power to the soviets!” or “land, 
bread, and peace!” obscured what was really happening: The Bolshevik Party 
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was establishing itself, behind the cover of soviet democracy, as a single-party, 
minority dictatorship, determined to crush all challenges to its authority. Many 
of the revolutionary workers, soldiers, and sailors who supported the Bolsheviks 
in the late summer and autumn of 1917 against the Provisional Government 
assumed that the new government would represent all revolutionary socialists, 
not just a faction of them. In the vote to the Constituent Assembly in the 
autumn of 1917, the only national election that came close to the 
liberal-democratic ideal of universal manhood suffrage, the Bolsheviks won 
only about a quarter of the vote. In that election Jewish voters apparently cast 
the majority of their votes for the Zionists and the nonsocialist parties, mostly 
the Kadets.44 

Lenin had categorically refused to ally with other parties, though he did 
briefly relent, from December 1917 to March 1918, by bringing the left of the 
Socialist Revolutionary Party into the Council of People’s Commissars. The 
notion that the majority as expressed in parliamentary elections had a legiti- 
mate claim to rule the nation was not in any event something that Leninist 
theory recognized. The Bolsheviks claimed to speak for the oppressed, even if 
the oppressed did not immediately recognize the role the Bolshevik Party was 
to play. Similarly, Lenin and his followers, as professional revolutionaries who 
“knew better,” believed themselves to be the representatives of historical 
progress, on the right side of history, against the forces of reaction inside Rus- 
sia and in the world. Such claims were easily translated into justifications for 
systematic terror against the cnemies of the new regime. Those enemies, simi- 
larly, began almost immediately to use violence and terror against the Bolshe- 
viks, providing Lenin and his lieutenants with the excuse that terror was neces- 
Sary as a response, in defense of the revolution. 

The Bolsheviks ruled as an unapologetic minority dictatorship. In such a 
rule the secret police became an indispensable weapon. One of the first steps 
taken after the formation of the Council of People’s Commissars in November 
was to establish the Cheka. The man who came forward to head it, with 
Lenin’s enthusiastic approval, was Felix Dzerzhinsky. He was already an experi- 
enced activist, one who had spent many years in prison and in exile. He had 
only just been released from a five-year prison term with the general amnesties 
for political prisoners in March 1917. As head of the new secret police, his 
devotion to the revolutionary cause was “so intense,” in the words of Isaac 
Deutscher, “that it made him a fanatic who would shrink from no act of terror 
so long as he was convinced that it was necessary for the cause.” At the same 
ume he was “incorruptible, selfless, and intrepid - a soul of deep poetic sensi- 
bility, constantly stirred to compassion for the weak and suffering.”4 Another 
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historian has commented that Dzerzhinsky “subordinated all accepted ethical 
principles to whatever cause he wag serving. Lenin’s word, the Party’s com- 
mand, these were his only laws.”4° But the appallingly cruel measures taken by 
the Cheka tormented him; the “objective needs” of the revolution to protect 
itself were “in permanent conflict with Dzerzhinsky’s emotional, romantic tem- 
perament, with his inborn compassion, which he could never banish, and 
which induced agonies of remorse for the bloody deeds committed by his 
Cheka.”4? 

In a New Year’s celebration, December 31, 1918, after many drinks, Dzer- 
zhinsky beseeched Lenin and other party leaders to shoot him on the spot: “I 
have spilt so much blood that I no longer have any mght to live. You must 
shoot me now.”48 On a later occasion he lamented that “only saints or 
scoundrels” could survive in secret police work, “but now the saints are run- 
ning away from me and I am left with the scoundrels.”*9 

This Dostoevskian character, known to contemporaries as the “saint of the 
revolution,” had, as noted, many close relationships with Jews and was widely 
believed by anti-Semites to be himself Jewish. His youthful activities with the 
Jewish Bund and with the Polish social democrats put him into close contact 
with the alienated Jewish intelligentsia of Poland. They composed an over- 
whelming majority of the top leaders of social democracy - more so than in 
the Russian social democrats, even more than in the Menshevik faction of the 
movement. 

Dzerzhinsky’s close affiliations with Jews continued in the Cheka, notably 
and notoriously with Uritsky, the head of the Cheka in Petrograd. In some 
areas, for example, the Ukraine, the Cheka leadership was overwhelmingly 
Jewish. By early 1919 Cheka organizations in Kiev were 75 percent Jewish, in a 
city where less than a decade earlier Jews had been officially forbidden to 
reside, except under special dispensation, and constituted about 1 percent of 
the total population. According to the testimony of a Cheka officer who later 
defected to the Whites, in the autumn of 1918-1919 the Chekists in Kiev went 
on a rampage of random violence, rape, and looting, led by a Jewish “riffraff 
[that was] incapable of other work, cut off from the Jewish community, 
although careful to spare fellow Jews.”°° Dzerzhinsky had initially instructed 
his heutenants in the Cheka to avoid taking Jewish hostages, perhaps because 
of his sympathies for Jews but more likely because he recognized that Jewish 
hostages would carry little weight as far as the mostly anti-Semitic opponents 
of the Bolshevik regime were concerned. After the first few years, however, 
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Jewish “bourgeois” hostages were taken with increasing frequency by the Bol- 
sheviks.>! 

The pattern of employing non-Slavic ethnic minorities in the Cheka was 
duplicated in many other areas of Russia. George Leggett, the most recent and 
authoritative historian of the Russian secret police, speculates that the use of 
outsiders may have been a conscious policy, since such “detached elements 
could be better trusted not to sympathise with the repressed local popula- 
tion.”>? Of course, in the Ukrainian case that population had the reputation of 
being especially anu-Semitic, further diminishing the potential sympathies of 
Jewish Chekists in dealing with it. 

Aside from such speculations, the reasons for the Jewish overrepresentauion 
in the Cheka appear fairly obvious. Given the high proportion of Jews in the 
revolutionary movement and their generally higher educational levels, it is not 
surprising that many of them turned to intelligence activity, at least to its 
upper ranks. (Lower-level Cheka functionaries, those most directly involved in 
the actual arrests, tortures, and killings, were known to be less educated; some 
were even illiterate.)>> Party activists hacl had much direct experience with the 
tsarist secret police, or Okhrana, and the Okhrana had frequent recourse to 
Jewish spies, double agents, and agents provocateurs. That some of those men 
would, after the revolution, go to work for the Cheka was only natural. It is 
instructive that the high percentage of Jews in the secret police continued well 
into the 1930s, when the proportion of Jews gradually diminished in most 
other areas of the Soviet and party cadres. 

Work with the Cheka offered other attractions. Its agents were normally 
exempt from military service, yet they enjoyed the same privileges in regard to 
food rations as did those in the military, no small consideration in times of des- 
perate scarcities. Top Cheka officials were among the narrow elite that was ent- 
tled to motor cars and other perquisites. And there was simply the matter of 
prestige and power: “Cheka personnel regarded themselves as a class apart, the 
very incarnation of the Party’s will, with a power of life or death over lesser mor- 
tals.">4 Comparisons to the secret police in Nazi Germany have tempted many 
observers, as has the suggestion that the Nazis learned from, even copied, the 
Bolsheviks in this as in other regards.°> Whether or not these suggestions have 
any merit, the extent to which both Cheka and Gestapo leaders prided them- 
selves in being an elite corps, characterized by unyielding toughness — 
unmoved by sympathy for their often innocent victims and willing to carry out 
the most stomach-turning atrocities in the name of an ideal — is staking. 
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The overrepresentation of Jews in secret police work led to grumbling 
inside the party. In a Politburo meeting in April 1919 Trotsky commented that 
“the Latvians and Jews constituted a vast percentage of those employed in the 
Cheka,” and he noted that the lack of those groups in combat units at the 
front, where people were dying for the revolution, was causing a “strong chau- 
vinist agitation.” He recommended that measures be introduced to assure that 
“there will be a more even distribution of all nationalities between the front 
and rear.”56 

Such concerns were characteristic of Trotsky. When he later discovered that 
Jews in the Red Army were highly overrepresented in office jobs, away from 
the front, he immediately ordered many of them to dangerous combat zones. 
He was similarly much concerned by the evidence that Jews were filling up the 
white-collar jobs in the new government, instead of joining the factory prole- 
tariat.57 We have seen how in the West denunciations of Jews as slackers and 
war profiteers were widespread by 1916, as was the belief that Jews were both 
psychologically and physically unsuited for combat. In Russia, the stereotype 
of the Jew as physically weak and unenthusiastic about military service was 
even more pervasive. In the internationally famous novel of Mikhail 
Sholokhov, And Quiet Flows the Don, there is a passage describing how during 
the civil war, the commander of a machine-gun detachment discovers, to his 
astonishment, that one of his recruits is Jewish — and a woman. He remarks, 
“Well, the Jews have a certain reputation. And I know many workers believe it 
to be true — you see, | am a worker, too — that the Jews do all the ordering and 
never go under fire themselves.”58 

Trotsky’s concern that the non-Jewish masses might perceive the Jews as 
privileged in the new regime was widely shared in the party. Partly in response 
to such concerns, a special commission to deal with Jewish issues was created 
under the Commissariat of Nationalities. This Yeuseksiia (Jewish Section), led 
by Jews, was assigned the task of bringing the Jewish population into harmony 
with the principles of communism. It was a tall order, given the predominance 
of petty commerce among Jews. Thirty-five percent of them were by this time 
branded as lishentsy (deprived, as a propertied class, of all political rights 
under Soviet democracy), whereas only 6 percent of the non-Jewish popula- 
tion fell into that category. The leaders of the Yevseksiia attacked Jewish reli- 
gion with special ferocity, arguing that unless Judaism was forthrightly 
denounced as a tool of reactionary forces, the masses would not understand 
the regime’s attacks on Christianity. (This was a period when some 32 bishops, 
1,560 priests, and 7,000 monks and nuns had been killed by revolutionaries.) 
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The head of the government-supported Russian Society of Atheists was a Jew, 
Emilan Yaroslavsky.*9 

For those ordinary Jews who retained attachments to the traditions of their 
ancestors, the Yevseksiia loomed as a form of the Red Terror; it came to be 
feared scarcely less than the Cheka, for the leaders of the Yevseksiia, too, 
tended to spin out of control, to lose a sense of reality and humanity. And, like 
the officials of the tsar, its leaders often expressed frustration at the stubborn 
tenacity of the Jews, their passive yet effective resistance to being “reformed.” 
The Yevseksiia’s program undoubtedly came down to the destruction of a sep- 
arate Jewish life in Russia, as had been the program of some tsarist ministers. 

The worst excesses of the Red Terror occurred after the attempts on 
Lenin's life. On January 1, 1918, a Pravda article warned: “Let them [the bour- 
geoisie] remember: for every one of our heads they will answer with a hun- 
dred of theirs. . . . If they endeavour to destroy the people’s leaders, they will 
themselves be mercilessly destroyed.”®° Lenin escaped injury this time, 
although the Swiss socialist Fritz Platten, who was with him, was wounded. The 
next assassination attempt was more nearly successful: On August 30, 1918, 
after a speech that ended with the words, “with us there is only one way, victory 
or death,” Lenin was seriously wounded by revolver shots from the gun of a 
young Jewish woman, Fanya Kaplan. She had already been sentenced to life 
imprisonment in 1906 in Kiev for participation in a terrorist act. By 1918 she 
was associated with the Socialist Revolutionary Party, but she denied having 
acted as the agent of any party; it was an entirely individual action, she main- 
tained, against a man she believed had betrayed the revolution. After a speedy 
investigation, she was executed by the Cheka and all traces of her body 
destroyed.®! 

Uritsky was assassinated on the same day by a Jewish student, Leonid 
Kanegisser, in revenge for the execution of a close friend of his by the Cheka. 
He, too, claimed to work alone, but because of his associations with the Socialist 
Revolutionary Party and with the Mikhailovsky Academy (where a plot against 
the regime had been hatched in which his friend was involved), his act and that 
of Kaplan were regarded as part of a larger conspiracy. Kanegiesser was also 
immediately executed, and the Communist and Soviet press clamored for wider 
revenge. The organ of the Red Army, Krasnaya Gazeta, wrote in words that were 
by no means atypical: “Without mercy, without sparing, we will kill our enemies 
in scores of hundreds. Let them be thousands, let them drown themselves in 
their own blood. For the blood of Lenin and Uritsky .. . let there be floods of 
blood of the bourgeois — more blood, as much as possible.”6? 
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The number of Jews involved in the terror and counterterror of this period 
is striking. In the decade or so immediately before 1914 many tsarist officials, 
including the highest ministers of the tsar, had been killed by Jewish assassins. 
Aside from Kaplan and Kanegiesser, Jacob Blumkin, again a Jewish member of 
the Socialist Revolutionary Party, assassinated Count Mirbach, the German 
ambassador to Moscow, on July 6, 1918, in hopes of stirring up the war again 
between Germany and Russia. Before 1917, the large number of Jewish 
assassins could be plausibly attributed to the anti-Semitic oppression of the 
tsarist regime. But such explanations fall short in the case of assassins like 
Kaplan, Kanegiesser, and Blumkin. These many Jewish terrorists helped to 
nurture, even when they killed Jewish Chekists, the belief that Jews, especially 
once they had broken from the confines of their traditional faith, turned natu- 
rally to fanaticism and anarchic destructiveness. 

An even more important institution than the Cheka in defending the revo- 
lution was the Red Army, and, again, Jews played a key role in its leadership. 
To be more precise, it was above all one Jew, Trotsky, although Jewish commis- 
sars attached to Red Army units were essential to its operations, and Jewish sol- 
diers in some areas constituted an important presence in it. Such was espe- 
cially the case in Byelo—Russia and the Ukraine, where pogroms remained a 
constant threat. Many Jews joined the Red Army as a means of survival. 

Trotsky fascinated a broad public inside and outside Russia. In Hungary, a 
Jewish observer who was in fact hostile to the Bolsheviks nonetheless wrote: 
“The revolutionary flame which has burned beneath the surface of world his- 
tory is now blazing up for the first time in a Jewish genius: Leo Trotsky! It is 
blazing with a god-like force that shames every earlier revolutionary craving 
and consciousness.”6+ However, if a case can be made for Dzerzhinsky as a jewi- 
fied Gentile, an even stronger case can be made for Trotsky as “gentilized” Jew, 
who generally preferred the company of Gentiles and eventually marred one. 
He was prone to denials of his Jewishness (Asked point-blank by a member of 
the Bund whether he considered himself a Jew or a Russian, Trotsky emphati- 
cally replied “neither, I am a social democrat!”). In his autobiography he made 
much of the influence of non-Jews on him, beginning with the handyman on 
his father’s farm. Anti-Semitism, which was of course all around him, did not 
scar his psyche, at least not in the same way that it did so many young Jews in 
the late nineteenth and early twentieth century. By his own testimony he did 
not sense hostility to him as a Jew by the Gentiles he came to know, whether in 
his native village or in the russified Lutheran school he later attended in cos- 
mopolitan Odessa. 

Trotsky’s positive experiences with the non-Jewish world were paralleled by 
negative ones with Jews. He was little attracted to, and was mostly repelled by, 
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the Jewishness and Judaism he encountered as a boy and young adolescent. 
For him achieving a cultured and civilized status meant abandoning not only 
the Ukrainian peasant dialect and culture of his childhood but also Yiddish 
and all its cultural associations. “Abandon” is not quite the proper word in the 
latter case, since Yiddish was not spoken in his home, and he appears to have 
been unable to understand it when he later came into close contact with Yid- 
dish speakers. The Russian language, the language of Tolstoy, Dostoevsky, and 
Chekhov, was the one he enthusiastically chose as his own, much as Jews else- 
where chose German, Magyar, French, or English as the languages of high cul- 
ture. He remained throughout his life a suckler for correct speech and a deco- 
rum in dress and manner that implicitly rejected much of the lifestyle of the 
common people. 

Trotsky did not ignore or deny the importance of Jewish issues, but his 
attention to them lacked the focus and the obsessiveness seen in many Jewish 
activists of the day. The pride he took in being admired by non-Jews, or even 
being mistaken for one, was only too obvious. He recounted in his autobiog- 
raphy how a Cossack who had served with him in the Red Army had been 
captured and then taunted by his captors for having fought under the com- 
mand of a Jew. The Cossack indignantly insisted that Trotsky was not a Jew; he 
was “a fighter... ours. ..a Russian! ... It is Lenin who is a Communist 
Jew."® Trotsky similarly cited with transparent pride a short story by Isaac 
Babel, in which a Russian soldier defended the leader of the Red Army 
against charges of working for the Jews. The soldier insisted that Trotsky, 
Lenin, and other Bolshevik leaders worked “like Niggers” for the Russian 
common people.® 

Trotsky recounted these stories because they flattered him, but he was per- 
fectly aware that his Jewish origins were a source of suspicion and hatred by 
large numbers of the common people in the Russian Empire. He repeatedly 
observed how Lenin, as a Great Russian, was somehow more genuinely at one 
with the people than he was. When Lenin first suggested to him that he take 
the position of commissar of home affairs [interior], Trotsky refused, saying 
that the enemies of the new regime would exploit his Jewish origin. However, 
he then accepted the position of commissar of defense, where he was finally 
far more visible — admired, feared, and hated — than he might have been as 
commissar for home affairs. 

Jewish or gentilized, Trotsky was a man of unusual talents. The neoconserv- 
ative writer Paul Johnson has provocatively described Trotsky as the “executive 
agent” of the revolution, while Lenin was merely “the architect of the Pusch” 
of November 1917.6? According to Johnson, 
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Trotsky taught Lenin the significance of workers’ soviets and how to exploit them. 
It was Trotsky who personally organized and led the armed uprising which actually 
overthrew the Provisional Government and placed the Bolsheviks in power. It was 
Trotsky who created .. . the Red Army, and who ensured the physical survival of 
the new Communist regime during the Civil War. . . .68 


Trotsky’s paramount role in the revolution cannot be denied; Johnson’s views, 
even if exaggerated, underline how powerful and durable has been the mys- 
tique around Trotsky’s name. He was second to Lenin, but a strong second, a 
point that Lenin himself freely recognized. One must pause to take in the signif- 
icance of it all: That a man born of Jewish parents in the Russian Empire should 
become not only an accomplished revolutionary propagandist but also a man of 
action, of breath-taking personal bravery, an orator wildly popular with the 
industrial working class, and a brilliant military leader. There was no Jew in mod- 
ern times, at least until the creation of the state of Israel, to rival him. 

If one accepts that anti-Semitism was most potently driven by anxiety and 
fear, as distinguished from contempt, then the extent to which Trotsky 
became a source of preoccupation for anti-Semites is significant. Here, too, 
Johnson’s words are suggestive: He writes of Trotsky’s “demonic” power — the 
same term, revealingly, used repeatedly by others in referring to Zinoviev’s ora- 
tory or Uritsky’s ruthlessness. Trotsky’s boundless self-confidence, his notori- 
ous arrogance, and sense of superiority were other traits often associated with 
Jews. Fantasies there were about Trotsky and other Bolsheviks, but there were 
also realities around which the fantasies grew. 


Stalin and Trotsky 


Even though Stalin was capable of crude jokes about Jews, he also spoke 
out against anti-Semitism throughout his career. To this day scholars differ as 
to the importance of anti-Semitism and related Jewish issues in Stalin’s victory 
over Trotsky. There is litthe question that Stalin and some of his supporters 
resorted to anti-Semitic innuendoes against Trotsky in the mid-1920s. 
Whether they were of decisive importance, however, may be doubted, for 
Stalin was a formidable opponent, one who might have defeated even a non- 
Jew with Trotsky’s many talents. 

At first it seemed that Trotsky held all the good cards, that after Lenin’s 
series of strokes, beginning in early 1922 and ending in his death in January 
1924, Trotsky was the heir apparent, the only Bolshevik leader who came close 
to being Lenin’s peer. But this initial strength, or appearance of it, may finally 
have been Trotsky’s greatest weakness. He was not popular with most party 
leaders in part because he had made no effort to conceal his sense of superior- 
ity to them. Since they so feared Trotsky and what his leadership of the party 
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might mean for their own futures, Zinoviev, Kamenev, and Stalin came 
together in the so-called Triumvirate, with Stalin the junior member and 
Zinoviev the senior one. 

Since Zinoviev and Kamenev were themselves of Jewish origin, the Triumvi- 
rate did not resort to anti-Jewish innuendoes in the beginning of the power 
struggle. Moreover, at this point, some of Trotsky’s most prominent support- 
ers, such as Yevgenii Preobrazhensky, were non-Jews. Much more at issue than 
Jewishness in the recriminations that marked the beginnings of the struggle 
for power was Trotsky’s pre-1917, non-Bolshevik record, especially his some- 
times vituperative conflicts with Lenin. Trotsky had, for example, once 
described Lenin as a “professional exploiter of every kind of backwardness in 
the Russian working class,” and he had added that “the whole edifice of Lenin- 
ism at present is built upon lying and falsification.”69 

The records of Zinoviev and Kamenev in the crucial days of early Novem- 
ber 1917 constituted their most obvious weaknesses. Both had violated party 
discipline and had publicly denounced, in a nonparty paper, the party’s plans 
to take power, earning Lenin’s fury and his demand that they be expelled 
from the party, though he later retracted it. Trotsky linked this faint hearted- 
ness to the more general danger of a complacent party bureaucracy, a danger 
that Lenin, too, had warned against in the last years of his life. 

The Triumvirate’s fear of Trotsky blended into a larger concern in the party 
that Trotsky had Bonapartist aspirations. Bolshevik leaders were careful stu- 
dents of the French Revolution. They claimed to recognize certain laws of rev- 
olutionary development, suggesting that in Russia, as in France after 1794, a 
thermidorian stage, and then a Bonapartist one, were to be expected. The 
New Economic Policy, introduced in early 1921, which drew back from the 
War Communism of the preceding years and allowed a limited amount of pri- 
vate enterprise, was widely considered to be thermidorian in tendency. The 
concern that a strong man might soon make a bid for power was openly dis- 
cussed in the party. Of all those who might betray the revolution, the outsider, 
Trotsky, with his military position, insatiable ego, sovereign disdain for other 
party leaders, and overbearing manners seemed the most likely candidate. 

Speculations that he was destined to be Russia’s Napoleon outraged Trot- 
sky. That he so readily relinquished his military offices in early 1925, as the 
power struggle intensified, may be partly explained by his concern to demon- 
strate beyond doubt that he was not a Bonaparte, that his attachment to revo- 
lutionary principles was unshakable. Therein lurked yet another potentially 
anti-Jewish theme. Trotsky put forth the theory, to which the term “Permanent 
Revolution” became associated, that the Soviet state could not long survive 
without revolution in the West. Therefore, every effort was to be made to 
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speed revolution along in Europe, whereas Soviet Russia had to be prepared 
to take advantage of the inevitable next wave of revolution. Stalin, and the 
party’s right wing more generally, came to be identified with the slogan 


3 


“Socialism in One Country,” which meant that the new Soviet state could and 
should begin building socialism on its own, without necessarily being aided in 
the near future by more advanced industrial countries. 

This bare summary of the two positions does not do justice to their many 
subtleties, but it should be sufficient to suggest the symbolism involved: The 
stance of the party right wing could appeal to Great Russian nationalism, 
whereas that of Trotsky and the left implied that Russia could not arrive at the 
promised land of socialism without help from more advanced countries. Simi- 
larly, Permanent Revolution could be perceived as a cosmopolitan ideology, 
one that appealed to the rootless and countryless — in short, the Jews. Social- 
ism in One Country promised a reprieve from the years of revolutionary crisis 
and constant warfare, while Permanent Revolution imphed yet many more 
years of struggle and sacrifice. To a population as exhausted as that of the 
Soviet republics in the early 1920s, Stalin’s moderate position had an under- 
standably wider appeal, whereas that of Trotsky — easily dismissed as a fanatical 
and destructive Jew — understandably less. 

Stalin’s personality, too, suggested modesty, realism, and moderation, as 
contrasted to Trotsky, who was perceived as an adventurer, a brilliant gambler. 
Trotsky’s traits were appropriate to the years 1917 to 1921, but he seemed 
somehow out of his element in times of peace and hum-drum reconstruction, 
when the revolutionary mystique had disappeared. Similarly, Stalin, as the 
junior partner in the Triumvirate, ostensibly reserved and self-effacing, was 
consistently underestimated by those around him, perhaps by Trotsky most of 
all. In this personal realm, too, it is possible to detect subliminal themes of 
Gentile and Jew. Trotsky was uncompromising and ferocious in polemic; 
Stalin, the unassuming, hardworking party secretary, repeatedly played the 
role of mediator, of simple and faithful representative of the party’s will, mak- 
ing many friendships and clients, which his job as party secretary facilitated. 
Trotsky’s “colossal arrogance and an inability or unwillingness to show any 
human kindness or to be attentive to people, the absence of that charm which 
always surrounded Lenin, condemned [him] . . . to a certain loneliness.” 
(These are the words of Anatoly Vasilievich Lunarcharsky, the first commissar 
for education and, at least for a while, a close personal friend of Trotsky’s. 
That qualifying “at least for a while” might be applied to large number of 
those who worked closely with Trotsky but who were finally repelled by his per- 
sonal traits.”°) 

Stalin seemed willing to recognize Trotsky’s value to the party; he in fact 
resisted calls to oust him. The gray and unambitious party secretary thus 
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impressed many in the party as the man most to be trusted with power. 
Zinoviev, who was even more ferocious in polemic than Trotsky, seemed likely 
to be corrupted by power. Zinoviev’s widely lamented deceitfulness also did not 
help his cause; “he was a man who won little true sympathy from anyone.”?! 

Trotsky further weakened his position by joining in the chorus of hero wor- 
ship for the party’s deceased leader. He recognized, in a way wholly untypical 
of him in other regards, how Lenin had been right, and he wrong, especially 
in issues pertaining to the organization and leading role of the party. In the 
debates before the war, Trotsky had denounced Lenin’s concept of the party 
as highly dangerous; it would lead to a “dictatorship over the proletariat.” Such 
a party would be especially dangerous, Trotsky added, when led by a man with 
Lenin's “malicious and repulsive suspiciousness.”” In short, Trotsky’s all-too- 
eloquent pen before 1917, his penchant not only to defeat ideological oppo- 
nents but to demolish and humihate them caused him much embarrassment 
when the party was reminded of what he had once said about Lenin. 

Even after 1917 Lenin had made remarks about Trotsky that proved no less 
awkward if Trotsky was to become Lenin’s successor. One of the mildest in 
tone, but also one of the most damaging, was in a casual conversation to 
Maxim Gorky: Lenin observed that Trotsky was “not one of us. With us but not 
of us.”73 In angrier moments, Lenin had branded Trotsky’s behavior as 
“bureaucratic, unsoviet, unsocialist, incorrect, and politically harmful.””4 And 
in a less polemical mood, on his death bed, composing his famous “Testa- 
ment,” Lenin warned about Trotsky’s “excessive self-confidence” and his “dis- 
position to be too much attracted to the administrative aspect of affairs.” 

Trotsky was aware of the traits that alienated so many from him, though he 
seemed unable to change. “In my inner life . . .”, he wrote in his autobiogra- 
phy, “individuals occupied a lesser place than books and ideas. . . . For a long 
time people passed through my mind like random shadows. . . . I frequently 
trod on the toes of personal prejudice, friendly favoritism, or vanity. Stalin 
carefully picked up the men whose toes had been trodden upon.””6 

Trotsky did not mention the extent to which tactlessness, arrogance, 
unshakable self-confidence, rigid moralism, and fanatical idealism fit into anti- 
Semitic stereotypes. Of course, a swaggering self-confidence and a sense of 
persevering against all odds characterized nearly all Bolsheviks, Lenin most of 
all. Yet, by all accounts, the special quality of Trotsky’s arrogance stood out. 
Again, Trotsky acknowledged what others complained about: that he lacked 
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deeply emotional, experiential bonds to the Russian masses, or to any national 
or ethnic group.” One of his biograplrers has termed him “the wandering Jew 
—in modern garb.” 

With Trotsky out of the competition, Stalin turned his attention to his for- 
mer allies, Zinoviev and Kamenevy, feeling freer at the same time to resort to 
anti-Jewish themes. By that time (1926), in addition, there was a clearer align- 
ment of prominent Jewish Communists on the left of the party, in what was 
called the United Opposition, whereas Jews on the party’s right, supporting 
Stalin and his new ally, Bukharin, were less common. That alignment made 
Stalin's job all the easier and the temptation to play a subtle anti-Semitic game 
all the more irresistible. At the 1927 Comintern Congress in Moscow, Karl 
Radek reportedly asked some delegates a riddle: “What is the difference 
between Moses and Stalin?” The answer: “Moses took the Jews out of Egypt; 
Stalin takes them out of the Communist Party.””9 

The game remained subtle at the highest levels of the party, although it 
could be played crudely away from the center of power, at the local levels of 
the party and state, where sneering references were made to “petty bourgeois 
elements” and where Jewish party members found themselves isolated or 
removed from responsible posts. At times there were ugly episodes, in which 
the insulting term zhidy was used.®° But the official stance against anti-Semi- 
tism was constantly reiterated by leading party organs; Stalin denounced it as 
“an extreme form of race chauvinism, ... a dangerous survival of cannibal- 
ism.” He assured Jews throughout the world that “according to the laws of the 
USSR, active anu-Semites are punished with death.”®! 

To some observers Stalin’s anti-Semitism became unmistakable only after 
1928. It then grew until, by the Moscow Show Trials of the mid-1930s, it 
approached that of the Nazis. But not all scholars have agreed with those evalu- 
ations. Significantly, the preceding remarks of Stalin’s date from January 1931, 
and for many Jews, even anti-Communist ones, the Soviet Union retained a rep- 
utation through the 1930s as the least anti-Semitic of the great powers. As one 
of them wrote, “We are accustomed to look at the Soviet Union as our sole con- 
solation as far as anti-Semitism is concerned. . . . All those who have been to the 
Soviet Union, Jews and Gentiles alike, have brought back the word that there is 
no anti-Semitism in the life of the country.”®? 

In evaluating what now seems an astonishing blindness, one must remem- 
ber what these observers were comparing the Soviet Union to, how rampant 
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anti-Semitism was in the interwar years, especially in the 1930s, even in the lib- 
eral democracies. Moreover, to many Jews after 1933, the Soviet Union had a 
peculiar status: It was the worst enemy of their worst enemy, Nazi Germany. The 
issue was not so simple as “my enemy’s enemy is my friend,” but even those who 
were not blind to the faults of the Soviet regime seemed to feel that the Soviet 
Union and the Communist movement allied with it throughout the world 
stood as the most unshakable bulwark against Nazism and anti-Semitism. 

Determining Stalin’s real attitude to Jews is difficult. Not only did he repeat- 
edly speak out against anti-Semitism but both his son and daughter married 
Jews, and several of his closest and most devoted lieutenants from the late 
1920s through the 1930s were of Jewish origin, for example, Lazar Moiseye- 
vich Kaganovich, Maxim Litvinov, and the notorious head of the secret police, 
Genrikh Yagoda. There were not so many Jews allied with Stalin on the party’s 
right as there were allied with Trotsky on the left, but the importance of men 
like Kaganovich, Litvinov, and Yagoda makes it hard to believe that Stalin har- 
bored a categorical hatred of all Jews, as a race, in the way that Hitler did. 
Scholars as knowledgeable and as diverse in political opinion as Isaac 
Deutscher and Robert Conquest have denied that anything as crude and dog- 
matic as Nazi-style anti-Semitism motivated Stalin.®? It may be enough simply 
to note that Stalin was a man of towering hatreds, corrosive suspicions, and 
impenetrable duplicity. He saw enemies everywhere, and it just so happened 
that many of his enemies - virtually all of his major enemies — were Jews, above 
all, the enemy, Trotsky. 

Jews in the party were often verbally adroit, polylingual, and broadly edu- 
cated — all qualities that Stalin lacked. To observe, as his daughter Svetlana 
has, that Stalin “did not like Jews,” does not tell us much, since he “did not 
like” any group: His hatreds and suspicions knew no limits; even party mem- 
bers from his native Georgia were not exempt. Whether he hated Jews with a 
special intensity or quality is not clear.84 

As he grew older, Stalin’s general paranoia seemed to grow worse; as his 
power grew, it seemed to corrupt him as power has so many others in history. 
Even if not anti-Semitic in the “sincere” way that Hitler or Himmler were, 
Stalin was perfectly willing to exploit the anti-Semitism of the popular masses. 
It should not be forgotten that he was ruthless to all those he perceived as 
opponents; millions upon millions of non-Jewish citizens of the Soviet Union 
perished for having fallen under the suspicion of opposing him in one way or 
another. 

The most blatant examples of Stalin’s exploitation of anti-Semitism come in 


43 Isaac Deutscher, Stalin: A Political Biography (New York, 1968), 605; Robert Conquest, The Great 
Terror: Stalin’s Purge of the Thirties (New York, 1968), 76; Nedava, Trotsky aud the Jews, 267. 

“4 The most insistent case is made by the Russian journalist Arkady Vaksberg, Stalin Against the Jews 
(New York, 1994). 


454 | ESAU’S TEARS 


‘ 


the years immediately before his death in 1953, with the new round of purges 
in eastern Europe and the so-called “Doctors’ Plot” in the Soviet Union, and 
are thus beyond the scope of these pages, but there was certainly enough in 
the Purge Trials of the 1936-1938 period to awaken fears that Stalin was 
somehow taking a page from Hitler’s book. A large proportion of the hun- 
dreds charged in public trials with crimes against the state were of Jewish onri- 
gin, a point the prosecutors called attention to by the kinds of questions they 
asked Jewish defendants and by consistently putting in parentheses the Jewish 
names of many of the accused (e.g., “Kamenev [Rosenfelt]”). The crimes, too, 
were often “Jewish crimes”: treason, espionage, sabotage, clandestine interna- 
tional connections, economic corruption, assassination. Nearly all confessed 
their guilt; a few, such as Karl Radek, cooperated enthusiastically in admitting 
the most unlikely crimes. 

Even in these Kafkaesque proceedings, the prosecutors made use of innu- 
endo and allusion, avoiding open, explicit charges against Jews as Jews. More- 
over, insofar as the Show Trials may be seen as a purging of the Bolshevik Old 
Guard and a making way for a new generation of Communists, many Jews 
were necessarily included in those purged, since there were so many Jews in 
the Old Guard. Nearly all of those who had worked with Lenin from the turn 
of the century to his death were purged in the 1930s; non-Jews fared no better 
than Jews. Of those very few Old Bolsheviks who survived the 1930s, both Jews 
and non-Jews can be found. Litvinov, for example, although dismissed as for- 
eign minister in May 1939, on the eve of the Nazi—Soviet Pact, then served as 
ambassador to the United States until 1943 and survived to 1951. Kaganovich 
lived to 1991, an unrepentant Stalinist to the end. Similarly, there were some 
Jews among the new generation of Stalinist henchmen, particularly in the 
secret police. In 1937 Pravda published a list of 407 officials of the secret 
police who had been decorated; 42 of the names were recognizably Jewish.85 

It has been claimed that the actual proportion of Jews in top party and state 
positions in the 1930s did not notably drop from the 1920s.86 However, “visi- 
ble” Jewish leaders, comparable to Trotsky, Zinoviev, or Uritsky, diminished in 
numbers and would continue to do so in subsequent years, so that by the 
mid-twentieth century there were almost no Jews among the highest officials 
in the Soviet Union. Undoubtedly, too, the effort to recruit a new leadership 
from among the working class, “real proletarians,” resulted in fewer Jewish 
leaders because there were not as many Jews in the working class. 

Even if one accepts that there were anti-Semitic undertones to Stalin’s rise to 
power in the 1920s and, even more, to his establishment of a totalitarian dicta- 
torship in the 1930s, for Jews Stalin never came to rival Hitler as their enemy. 
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To state the obvious, Jews were never purged explicitly as Jews in the Soviet 
Union, and millions of them survived the worst years of Stalin’s terror — cowed, 
frightened, terrified, no doubt, as was most of the population, but never openly 
and systematically selected for death merely because of their racial—religious 
origins. A Jew who was a Soviet citizen had an incomparably greater chance of 
surviving the years 1938 to 1948 than a Jewish citizen of the overwhelming 
majority of other states in continental Europe where the Nazis ruled. 


—= PART FIVE 


THE FASCIST ERA: 
EUROPE BETWEEN 
THE WARS 


HE YEARS BETWEEN 1919 and 1945 have been described as the fas- 

cist era.! In those years fascism seemed to many a genuinely new 

movement, building upon but also breaking out of nineteenth- 
century patterns. To many it also appeared the voice of the future, a percep- 
tion that gathered force and plausibility by the mid-to-late 1930s. There are 
problems associated with the concept of a fascist era, not the least of which is 
the meaning of the term fascism itself. The debate about it will be examined 
briefly in the pages that follow, but from the standpoint of the relations of 
Jews and Gentiles, the years of fascist ascendancy are easily recognized as a 
time of crisis and tragic failure. Tribalism and resentment, often pushed to vio- 
lent fury, characterized virtually all parties and movements that have been des- 
ignated as fascist; “the enemy” played a key role in the fascists’ ability to mobi- 
lize their followers, and the Jew was usually seen as prominent among the 
enemies that fascists faced. 

Yet anti-Semitism was not quite so pervasive, powerful, or universal among 
fascists as many assume. It is not widely recognized, for example, that hatred 
of Jews played almost no role in the early years of the pioneer, model fascist 
movement in Italy. Native-born Italian Jews themselves were attracted in large 
numbers to Mussolini’s banners. In other fascist movements, too (in Holland, 
Finland, Spain, Bulgaria), anti-Semitism was not of major importance. And in 
some of the countries where it played a major role (Hungary, Romania) fascist 
leaders nonetheless distanced themselves from the extreme racism of the 
Nazis.” 

Narrow resentment, too, was not quite so pervasive among fascists as is 
often assumed. In the words of one scholar, “Many of its creators and followers 
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were men of generous idealism and lofty aspiration from whom violence was 
limited to displays of verbal flamboyance.”* The lofty idealists tended to depart 
from fascist ranks by the 1930s or to lose touch with their youthful idealism, 
but even then a modicum of decency occasionally persisted — as many Jews, 
fleeing from Nazi tyranny, were to discover when they were aided and pro- 
tected by officials in Italy and Spain. Even as late as 1933, the British fascist 
leader Sir Oswald Mosley wrote that “fascism is in no sense anti-Semitic. . . . 
[It] was never known in Fascist Italy, and Mussolini has often expressed him- 
self in this sense. The attacks on Jews in Germany do not rest on any Fascist 
principle but are a manifestation of an inherent quality in the German charac- 
ter.”4 In Italy young dissident fascists expressed disappointment with the exist- 
ing fascist regime; they complained that “fascism had not provided a spiritual 
unity, a coherence of vision, which could offer the Italian people a fecling of 
cohesion and creative strength and so enable them once again to civilize the 
world.”5 Such fascists believed that Italy needed to continue its civilizing mis- 
sion to the West: Roman Law, Roman Catholicism, and the Renaissance 
emerged out of Italian genius; fascism should tap that genius and continue 
the civilizing mission. These young idealists did not achieve their vision, but 
that they, too, used the term “fascist” to describe themselves is another indica- 
tion of how much the term meant different things to different people and of 
how its meaning shifted significantly over ime. 

The fascist era was imprinted by the catastrophic decade of war and revolu- 
tion. Fear and hatred of Communism were major factors in Fascism’s appeal, 
but fascists typically expressed contempt for the goals of the European left as a 
whole, encompassing the liberals, democratic socialists, and communists. Anx- 
iety about what a proletarian dictatorship would mean rallied broad strata of 
the general population but especially property owners, both large and small. 
Similarly, fears about loss of status and jobs in the newly established 
liberal-democratic states rallied white-collar workers, civil employees, and mili- 
tary men. 

Such relatively palpable concerns played a major role, but they were inextn- 
cably mixed with more elusive issues. Those who were serious about their reli- 
gion worried not only about the militant atheism of the revolutionary left but 
also the milder secularism of many liberal democrats. Other elements of the 
general population were alarmed by what seemed to them a massive imposi- 
tion of alien values by those newly in power, linked to a pervasive denigration 
of hallowed tradition and familiar ways of doing things. 

The generation before 1914 had witnessed similar anxieties, but they 
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underwent a quantum leap in emotional power during the interwar years. 
Shock after shock — defeat, revolution, inflation, depression — left many feel- 
ing stunned, rudderless, and yearning for stability. Such yearnings did not 
translate directly or quickly into support for men like Adolf Hitler, who were 
also distrusted for their radical views. More appealing at first were Field Mar- 
shal von Hindenburg or Admiral Horthy of Hungary, who were traditionalists 
in most regards, including their attitudes to Jews, and also distrustful of the 
new fascist movements in their lands. 

Jews in these years were irresistible targets, but even though anti-Semitism 
after World War I was unquestionably more serious than it had been before 
the war, many of the cautions expressed in previous chapters still hold. The 
inchoate resentments and yearnings of the postwar period were not pulled 
together into an effective Integrationsideologie; attacks on Jews were loudly 
acclaimed in some quarters, but extreme forms of political and racial anti- 
Semitism came nowhere near winning majority support. Quite the contrary: 
Hitler found it necessary to tone down his attacks on Jews, as well as on the 
church and on capitalism, in hopes of gaining wider support. 

The initial successes of Fascism were not based primarily on hatred of Jews. 
In the Nazi case, ultimate victory may be described as occurring in spite of the 
radical anti-Semitism of Hitler and some of his lieutenants, whereas in Italy 
Jews took a leadership role in the fascist movement, and Italian Jewish voters 
supported Mussolini's movement. In speaking of fascist successes we have only 
two real examples, Italy and Germany. Elsewhere fascist movements, whether 
strongly anti-Semitic or not, notably failed to gain broad support and 
remained remote from power, with a few brief exceptions that were depen- 
dent upon Nazi patronage once Germany had taken over much of Europe. 

Many scholars have thus come to question an earlier commonly accepted 
generalization, that anti-Semitism was the ultimate driving force of fascist 
movements, especially of Nazism. There is much evidence that exploiting 
hatred of Jews was nowhere near as effective in gaining popular support as 
some of the first impressionistic and less empirical studies of Fascism main- 
tained. The scholarly doubts about the centrality of ant-Semitism, however, by 
no means lead to the conclusion that anu-Semitism was unimportant. Ifa pro- 
nounced hatred for Jews and a willingness to act on that hatred were not 
prevalent among the broad population, those passions certainly were present 
among leading Nazis and among significant numbers of Nazi rank-and-file, as 
well as among other parts of the population. And since such men eventually 
came to have almost limitless power to express their hatreds, what the majority 
believed was not decisive. Similarly, if hatred for Jews was not openly expressed 
or felt by large numbers of people, milder or more diffuse forms of negative 
feelings about Jews were widespread, as was indifference to their fate. It may 
not be accurate to include this wide spectrum of vague opinions about Jews 
under the jolting rubric “anu-Semitisin,” but the eventual mass murder of Jews 
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could not have been accomplished without the indifference and milder forms 
of contempt on the part of the general population. 

Images of Mussolini and Hitler, especially the latter, have become so much 
a part of commercialized kitsch-history that attempting to see them afresh as 
real human beings entails many risks. Similarly, Hither and Nazism have 
become convenient as measures of absolute, demonic evil; to attempt to dis- 
cover the human or, indeed, the ordinary or banal in them — which ts an 
unavoidable aspect of placing them in historical perspective — is likely to be 
resented. Some observers have been inclined to mystify the Nazi experience 
and, in a related way, to define the Holocaust in religious terms — outside his- 
tory and beyond human understanding. That will not be the position pre- 
sented in these pages. 


—=]4 
Fascism and 
Anti-Semitism 


Nothing will ever make me believe that biologically 
pure races can be shown to exist today. . . . National 
pride has no need of the delirium of race.! 
(Mussolini) 


Fascism does not require that Jewry should 
renounce its religious traditions, its ritual usages, its 
national memories, or its racial peculiarities. Fascism 
only requires that the Jews should recognize the 
national ideals of Italy... . Wherever I have detected 
the faintest trace of anti-Semitic discrimination in 
the life of the State, I have at once suppressed it.? 
(Mussolini) 


[Mussolini] is a man of great genius, a spiritual heir 
of the prophets of Israel. We Jews . . . remain struck 
with admiration by the noble figure of II Duce, pow- 
erful, gifted with amazing — I would almost say divine 
— qualities. No, the true Jew does not follow fascism 
... out of opportunism. . . . The true Jew considers 
fascism as a providential phenomenon, meant to 
take him back to God and his forefathers. (Rabbi 
Gino Bolaffi of Turin, May 20, 1934)? 


Hitler was a gramophone with just seven tunes, and 
once he had finished playing them he started all 
over again. (Mussolini, after his first meeting with 
Hitler in 1934)‘ 


! Quoted in Alexander Sulle, Benevolence and Betrayal: Five Italian Jewish Families under Fascism (New 
York, 1991), 48. 

2 Quoted in Meir Michaelis, Mussolini and the Jews: German-Italian Relations and the Jewish Question 
in Italy, 1922-1945 (Oxford, 1978), 83. 

3 Stille, Benevolence and Betrayal, 53. 


4 Ibid., 54-5. 
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It would mean the end of European civilization if 
this country of murderers and pederasts [Nazi Ger- 


many] were to overrun Europe. Hitler is... a horri- 
ble sexual degenerate and a dangerous fool. .. . 
National Socialism .. . is savage barbarism. .. . Mur- 


der and killing, loot and pillage and blackmail are 
all it can produce.> (Mussolini, after the Night of the 
Long Knives, June 1934, and the effort of Austrian 
Nazis to take over their country in the following 
month) 


Defining Fascism 


Fascism is one of those terms — anti-Semitism is another — that is widely 
used and assumed to have at least a core of meaning, but critics have argued 
that it is so empty of consistent meaning and full of contradictions that it is of 
no use, indeed is an obstacle to understanding.® It is undeniably true that the 
tendency to categorize a heterogeneous collection of people and movements 
as “fascist” has obscured their often large and revealing differences. As is the 
case with many of those who have written about anti-Semitism, those who have 
written about Fascism have often done so with a crusading, polemical purpose, 
and they are thus inclined to denounce any perspective that lacks black-and- 
white distinctions as aiding the enemy, apologizing for or giving ammunition 
to anti-Semites or fascists.’ 

Some observers have considered fascism to be a peculiar kind of sickness, 
or drunkenness, an irrational ideology without firm connection to material 
reality, again with obvious similarities to theories about anti-Semitism. This 
view has been typical not only of those who have approached the subject with 
a polemical purpose but also of those who could not accept fascism as an 
authentic expression of Italian or German traditions (e.g., Benedetto Croce or 
Friedrich Meinecke).® As a scholarly critic of this view has stated it, Fascism 
allegedly had “neither a vitality of its own, nor an ideology, nor mass support, 
and was nothing more than a terroristic dictatorship of a demagogue and of a 
class.” He and others have insisted, in contrast, that Fascism was as much a 
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reflection of broad, significant forces in history as were liberalism, conser- 
vatism, or socialism. !° 

Hoary issues of historical understanding arise, most of which go too far 
afield to be considered here,!! although a few will be further explored in the 
Conclusions. The main concern of this chapter will be to explore the relatively 
litte known relationship of Italian Fascism to Jews and anti-Semitism, to trace 
the tangled evolution of Fascism out of Italian socialism, and to evaluate tlie 
relationship of Italian Fascism to German Nazism. 

Definitions of various modern ideologies have often been encumbered by 
the assumption that a perfect definition of them exists and can be discovered. 
Scholars have consistently failed to uncover these elusive essences for the sim- 
ple reason that they do not exist. Modern ideological terms, far from deriving 
from platonic ideals, have typically been coined in a haphazard, even contra- 
dictory manner. They have then acquired richer, more consistent meaning 
through growing usage over time, but many have remained exasperatingly 
untidy. 

When “fascist” was first applied to Mussolini and his followers in 1919, the 
term had many associations or connotations that are now unfamiliar. Before 
1914 it had been used in regard to collectivities of one sort or another, usually 
on the left, especially organizations of the common people. “National social- 
ist,” a term also used in vague ways before World War I, might have been more 
appropriate, since Mussolini and others in his entourage emphasized the cen- 
trality of the modern nation and denigrated the internationalism of Marxist 
socialism. But Mussolini mocked efforts to pin him down with an ideological 
label, encouraging some commentators to insist that the fascist phenomenon 
of the interwar years does not deserve to be considered an “ism” at all. Rather 
than being a formal ideology in the way that socialism is, Fascism was little 
more than a mood, a trend, an opportunistic hodgepodge. 

What the term Fascism meant, even to its proponents, was undoubtedly 
ever-changing, amebalike. From country to country and from year to year it 
gradually assumed forms that only distantly resembled the original parent. To 
be sure, all modern ideologies have assumed various shapes in history and 
have overlapped one another in sometimes perplexing ways, but that process 
was particularly characteristic of Fascism. Alongside the familiar negative 
adjectives applied to it (irrationalist, resentful, reactionary, tribalist, violent), 
others that are no less appropriate might also be used (idealistic, altruistic, for- 
ward looking, youthful, dynamic, innovative), especially for the early 1gzos. 


10 Prominent in this school is Renzo de Felice, who was charged with trying to defend Fascism 
when he called for a less moralizing approach to studying it. See his Storia degh ebrei italiany sotto 
il fascismo (Milan,1961). De Felice is himself of Jewish background, 

" For a readable overview, with ample bibliographical notes, see Thomas Childers and Jane 
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Even the familiar generalization that fascists defined themselves in terms of 
what they were against rather than what they were in favor of is not particu- 
larly helpful, since this holds for most movements in their early stages. The 
evils of capitalism, for example, were more amply and precisely described by 
socialists than were the dimensions of the future socialist state. 

What has been called Fascism overlapped and is easily confused with other 
phenomena of the time. Following World War I, violent repression of the left, 
for example, was undertaken by a number of rulers who considered them- 
selves antifascist. Admiral Horthy, who oversaw the bloody destruction of the 
Hungarian Soviet regime in 1919 and who blamed “communist Jews” for the 
horrors of that regime, was not, by his own lights, a fascist. Joseph Pilsudski in 
Poland established in 1926 what he termed a “moral dictatorship,” necessary 
to the “cleansing” of his country from the ravages of parliamentary democracy, 
but he, too, did not embrace the term fascist. He was recognized by many Jews 
in Poland as friendly, a term that must be seen as relative in a country where 
most parties avoided appearing pro-Jewish, while many were openly anti- 
Semitic. Even Pilsudski’s successors, who moved more decisively than he had 
in the direction of authoritarian, one-party rule, were not fascists in any but 
the most slipshod of senses. In much of eastern and southern Europe, mon- 
archs, generals, or other strongmen suppressed the left, usually denouncing 
the role of Jews in it, abolished the freedom of the press or undermined par- 
liamentary rule, without qualifying as fascists, whether in their own minds or 
in the minds of most of their contemporaries. 


The Origins of Fascism: Mussolini, 
from Socialist Revolutionary to Il Duce 


What, then, distinguished Mussolini from such traditional authoritarians 
and anti-communists? For one thing, he was recognized as having “new ideas,” 
a judgment that was to an important degree retrospective; his ideas were more 
widely recognized as novel once he had securely installed himself in power. 
Relatively few recognized the extent of his difference from traditional authori- 
tarians when he first began to attract attention at the end of the war. Mussolini 
himself had no definite sense of where he was heading or how unique his 
movement would finally be. This amorphous quality in the beginning is a 
point of no small significance in evaluating both Mussolini and Hitler, since 
the issue of how much these men later operated according to clearly worked- 
out plans has been much debated by historians, as has the related issue of how 
much their personal genius was able to overcome impersonal forces (their “tri- 
umph of the will” over obdurate structural realities). 

Mussolini did stand out from the military men and monarchs of eastern 
and southern Europe in some obvious regards. While they usually had inti- 
mate connections with the older ruling elites, he was much more of an out- 
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sider. Born to a working-class family in the Romagna, he had been a promi 
nent figure in the prewar socialist party (PSI) in Italy, leading its revolutionary, 
violently anti-imperialist and antinationalist left wing. But even in the PSI he 
was considered an outsider, distrusted by many of the older party leaders. 

He began to break distinctly out of the mold of a left-socialist agitator in 
late 1914 and early 1915, when he rejected the PSI’s passive policy of “no sup- 
port, no sabotage” (né aderire né sabotare) of the war. He urged that Italy aban- 
don its German-Austiian allies and join the side of the Entente. Even then, 
his break was not particularly remarkable, since many revolutionary socialists 
who had been antiwar before 1914 suddenly rallied to their countries’ ban- 
ners. Mussolini’s initial intention was to win over his party to a prowar, pro- 
Entente policy, rather than to break with socialist ideals. 

The leaders of the PSI, in expelling him, charged him with selling out to 
the nationalist bourgeoisie and betraying the working class. That charge 
would become more plausible in a few years, but at this point Mussolini seems 
to have struggled with socialist principles more than is often realized. He was 
no mere toady, following the dictates of those who offered him the most 
money. Men who must be counted as principled — a remarkable number of 
Jews among them - were attracted to Mussolini’s banners in this earlier 
period.!? He took risks and impressed many with his idealism and energy. 

The Marxist interpretation of Fascism, which would be widely influential in 
the following years, dates from these initial charges that Mussolini was in the 
pay of the bourgeoisie. Mussolini’s motives were not only more inscrutable 
than Marxists maintained; the support he won was also not so easily described. 
Some elements of the nationalist bourgeoisie did support him — again, a fair 
number of Jews among them — but others did not. And within the property- 
owning classes there were important differences: The rural landowners, for 
example, were more enthusiastic about the Fascists than were the leaders of 
heavy industry. Small landholders and owners of small businesses formed yet 
another distinct constituency. Class identities or interests, while playing a role, 
were simply not decisive. 

According to historian Meir Michaelis, Mussolini’s Jewish contacts in 
1914-1915 played an important role “in the conversion of the future Duce to 
intervention and nationalism.”!3 Among them were Giuseppe Pontremoli, 
Ermanno Jarach, Elio Jona, and Cesare Sarfatti (husband of Margherita, Mus- 
solini’s mistress, to be discussed later on), figures who are not easily passed off 
as spokesmen for capitalist interests in Italy, however broadly capitalist is 
defined (rural, industrial, or petty bourgeois) ."4 


12 Among the many works that illustrate this point, see Philip V. Canistraro and Brian R. Sullivan, 
Il Duce’s Other Woman: The Untold Story of Margherita Sarfatti, Mussolini's Jewish Mistress, and [low 
She Helped [im Come to Power (New York, 1993). 
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But these were contacts with wealthy elites, whereas eventually Mussolini’s 
stature had more to do with the popukar enthusiasm he was able to generate. 
The enthusiasm among elements of the lower-middle class for Mussolini has 
led some historians to suggest that fascism might best be categorized as an 
expression of a rising (rather than dechning) lowermiddle class, as indeed 
might anti-Semitism, as has been suggested already, in the case of the German 
Mittelstand. But if anti-Semitism was a notable aspect of lower-middle class 
mentality in Germany, it was not in Italy. Appeals to racial hatred played no 
role in Mussolini's initial pronouncements after his break with the socialist 
party. Anti-Semitism was simply not a significant issue in Italian politics at this 
point, nor did it become one when the war turned in ever more disastrous 
directions for Italy. The Bolshevik takeover in Russia occurred when Italy had 
suffered humihating defeats and when Itahan nationalists were more tempted 
by scapegoating than ever before, yet Jews in Italy were not singled out. 
Indeed, Mussolini's initial reaction to the news of the Bolshevik victory in Rus- 
sia was admiring; “Jewish Bolsheviks” were not a concern of his. 

To be sure, Mussolini harbored a number of racial stereotypes about Jews, 
and his subsequent remarks about the Bolshevik Revolution grew distinctly 
less supportive, shifting about in almost comical ways. Before long he was 
describing bolshevism as an “unholy alliance of Hindenburg and the syna- 
gogue.” That description reflected a widespread belief in the Entente that 
Lenin, brought to Russia by the Germans in early 1917, remained in their pay. 
Mussolini apparently also came to believe that Lenin, whose real name he 
gave as “Ceorbaum,” was Jewish. This bizarre alliance of the Jews and the 
German High Command was confirmed, for those whose minds worked in 
that way, when the Bolsheviks unilaterally signed a peace with Germany, leav- 
ing France, Great Britain, and Italy in the lurch. By March of 1919 Mussolini’s 
pronouncements again shifted: He concluded that the Bolshevik Revolution 
was not the result of a German and Jewish alliance; it was Jewish alone, part of 
a worldwide conspiracy “against the Aryan race” by Jewish bankers like the 
Rothschilds, Schiffs, and Warburgs (in Mussolini’s unique spelling, “Rotschild, 
Schyff, and Warnbert”).!6 

He soon shifted from that position, too, ostensibly because his Jewish sup- 
porters complained. He described as false the widespread belief — his own 
belief just a few months previously — that bolshevism was Jewish (“non é come si 
crede, un fenomeno ebraico”). On the contrary, it was leading to the ruin of Jews 
in eastern Europe, and he predicted that the Bolshevik takeover would be fol- 
lowed by a ferocious anti-Semitic wave in Russia (“sara seguito da un pogrom di 
proporzioni inaudite”).!7 Mussolini’s Jewish contacts had apparently also 


'S Benito Mussolini, Opera Omnia, vol. 10 (Florence, 1951-1963), 41-3, 110, 111-13, 137-9, 202; 
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expressed a concern that linking Jews and Germans might awaken anti-Semi- 
usm in Italy, and so he added that “anti-Semitism is foreign to the Italian peo- 
ple.” He warned the Zionists in Italy, however, that they should be careful not 
to sr up anti-Semitism in “the only country where it has never existed.” 
Again, it is likely that this warning reflected the opinion of Jews in Mussolini's 
entourage, many of whom were fiercely anti-Zionist. Most Italian nationalists 
were suspicious of Zionism, especially after the Balfour Declaration, since they 
perceived a conflict of interests in Palestine between Italy and Great Britain. 

One searches in vain for some underlying consistency in Mussolini’s pro- 
nouncements about the Jews in these years. It is obvious that he spoke in dif- 
ferent ways to different audiences, usually to suit immediate and shifting agen- 
das. But it may be said with some confidence that Mussolini had no particular 
emotional attachment to Jewish issues. His zigzagging pronouncements about 
the role of Jews mostly reflected his perception of their power, in Italy and in 
the world, linked to a perception that attacks on Jews would be politically 
unwise in Italy. His remarks to the Austrian ambassador to Italy a decade later 
(in 1932) are revealing: “I have no love for the Jews, but they have great influ- 
ence everywhere. It is better to leave them alone. Hitler’s anti-Semitism has 
already brought him more enemies than is necessary.”!8 

Mussolini’s willingness to believe in Jewish conspiracies was different in 
quality from that of radical anti-Semites. He did not accept theories of rigid 
racial determinism. More to the point, he did not demonize Jews or view them 
as unified in opinion and goals, no matter which country they were in. His atti- 
tudes differed as well from those anti-Semites who recognized and even 
befriended a few “exceptional” Jews, while denouncing the great majority of 
them, for Mussolini’s experiences with Jews went much beyond recognition of 
a few exceptional ones. He knew many of them, sought their advice, and 
indeed was personally very close to quite a few. 

Given a mind as inconstant and coarse as Mussolini’s, these distinctions 
may seem overfine. By 1938, he would turn against the Jews in Italy, even 
against those who had been his earliest and most ardent supporters. But in the 
first part of his life things were certainly different. Mussolini had love affairs 
with a number of Jewish women. Angelica Balabanova, born in Russia and 
prominent in both the Italian socialist movement and the Socialist Interna- 
tional, was a tutor in socialist theory and lover to Mussolini before the war. She 
was a woman of no great physical beauty but was widely recognized, by Mus- 
solini among others, for her intellect, idealism, and generosity of spirit. Mus- 
solini fathered a child by Fernanda Ostovoski, another Russian Jew, whom he 
had met some time before the birth of his daughter, Edde (by his wife, 
Rachele).'9 Margherita Sarfatti, Mussolini’s mistress from 1913 until the carly 
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1930s, was more beautiful than Balabanova but also, in Mussolini’s own words 
(once their relationship had cooled), “guileful, greedy, and even sordid.”?° 
She wrote an official biography of Mussolini and was a close adviser to him 
during the crucial early years of the Fascist movement — “the uncrowned 
queen of Italy.”?! 

Mussolini had other close contacts with Jews in the prewar socialist move- 
ment, both in Italy and in the International. Such familiarity did not preclude 
fantasies about Jews in general but must have made the kinds of outlandish 
visions typical of German and Russian racial anti-Semites more difficult to 
maintain. We have of course seen that having a series of Jewish wives did not 
prevent Wilhelm Marr from becoming an anti-Semite (though not one who 
harbored wild fantasies about Jews). The sexuality of the Jewish female, at any 
rate, assumed different and mostly less threatening dimensions in the minds 
of non-Jews than that of the Jewish male. Anti-Semitic charges dealing with sex 
were mostly directed at Jewish males. 

Once Mussolini had broken with the socialists and launched the Fascist 
movement, his contacts with Jews were perhaps even more extensive. In the 
fasci di combattimento, precursor to the Fascist Party, there were five Jews, and in 
the violent clashes from 1919 to 1922 between anti-Fascist and Fascist forces, 
three Jewish Fascists fell, becoming martiri fascisti, celebrated in the cere- 
monies of the Fascist movement. Well over 200 Jews participated in Mus- 
solini’s March on Rome in 1922.7? The notion of Jews being prominent 
among the founding members of Hitler’s National Socialist German Workers 
Party or among the celebrated fallen martyrs to the Nazi cause is so unlikely as 
to be grotesque.”® 

Why were so many Jews attracted to Fascism? The answer in part is that Jews 
were attracted for the same reasons as other Italians, but we must remember that 
Mussolini’s following was at first small; even when he took over as prime minister 
in late 1922, Italians who voted Fascist were sull a distnct minority of the total 
population. Widespread popular support for Fascism did not develop unul the 
late 1920s, and how genuine or extensive that support was cannot be easily 
ascertained. Nevertheless, there is litthe question that Mussolini began to attract 
much greater attention at the end of the war than he had during it, from both 
Jews and non-Jews, and that the quality of that attention was indeed “different.” 
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The force of Mussolini's personality in a broader sense cannot be ignored. 
If Max Weber's overused adjective “charismatic” may be applied to any mod- 
ern political leader, it must be to i Duce (the leader). Many Italians were 
attracted by his willingness to act, his apparently unshakable self-confidence, 
his coarse certainties. He vowed “to make history, not endure it,” and quipped 
that “to live is not to contemplate but to act.”*4 The antipositivist revolt against 
the neat certainties of nineteenth-century liberal civilization found a forceful 
partisan in this man, who openly spoke of the force of myth, of dark powers 
and irrational drives that move people in ways that material interest could not. 
A remarkable cult of personality eventually developed around him, spawning 
such slogans as “Mussolini is always right!” His style of nationalism was arro- 
gant and boisterous; it was not linked to liberalism or a belief in gradualism 
and reasoned compromise. In this regard, he had much in common with the 
Bolsheviks. Like Lenin or Trotsky, Mussolini spoke in intransigent, often mih- 
taristic terms. Like Lenin, he mocked the “softs,” yet was capable of great flexi- 
bility in the pursuit of power. 

It was not Mussolini's ideology, then, so much as his personality that 
counted, and, similarly, fascism became known less for its program than for its 
style. Mussolini volunteered for the front and was gravely wounded there. 
Recuperating from his wounds, he established a newspaper, Jl Popolo d'Italia, 
which pushed a strident and irredentist nationalism. He made a major effort 
to attract returning veterans by denouncing the great powers’ mistreatment of 
Italy at the Paris Peace Conference and by describing Italy as an abused and 
exploited “proletarian nation.” The program of the fasci di combattimento 
offered a peculiar mix of irredentist nationalism and social radicalism. Promi- 
nent among those in attendance at the first meeting of the fasci in Milan in 
March 1919 were the arditi, returning veteran commando units, whose black 
uniforms became those of the new movement. Also prominent were right- 
wing university students and members of prewar syndicalist organizations, 
non-Marxist socialists who advocated direct revolutionary action — strikes and 
violent deeds — against the established order. All factions at this meeting 
detested the PSI, though often for different reasons, and the PSI now 
denounced Mussolini as an arch-renegade. 

Italy was in tumult between 1919 and 1921, i bienno rosso (the red two years), 
but the state was in many regards paralyzed. A new electoral law introduced pro- 
portional representation and removed the remaining restrictions on male suf- 
frage, adding many younger and illiterate voters. The single-member constituen- 
cies were replaced by larger ones, with lists of candidates from each party. These 
changes gave a tremendous boost to the only organized mass parties at the end 
of the war, the PSI and the Partito Popolare (the Populist Party, akin to the Christ- 
ian social parties in central Europe). In the national elections of November 
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1919, votes for the PSI doubled as compared with prewar figures, and its parlia- 
mentary representation tripled, makirig it, with 156 seats out of 508 total, the 
largest in the parliament. The popolar, in second place, drew heavily from rural 
regions and the South. A center-left coalition based on these two parties might 
have been capable of major reforms in Italy. In Germany, a roughly comparable 
coalition (of Social Democratic Party and Center Party) was the core of the 
Weimar coalition, but Catholic-Socialist differences were more unbridgeable in 
Italy; the leaders of the popolart could not conceive of working with the godless 
atheists of the PSI, and the Socialists, similarly, reviled Catholic leaders as pur- 
veyors of superstition and as lackeys of the capitalist class. 

The result was parliamentary deadlock in a country whose population, 
especially its lower classes, had never had much respect for parhament anyway. 
To the alarm of the propertied, wave after wave of strikes rolled over the north 
of the country, while in both North and South peasants seized land. Socialist 
orators loudly predicted social revolution. A culminating confrontation 
occurred in September 1920 when factories were occupied in a number of 
major industrial centers; socialist leaders openly debated the issue of moving 
to a revolutionary takeover of the state. 

The prime minister at this point was Giovanni Giolitt, the crafty politician 
of prewar fame, bent with age but back in power one last time. He was con- 
vinced that the leaders of the PSI were incapable of taking revolutionary 
action, and he judged it better to avoid provocation: Give them enough rope 
and they would be exposed as empty braggarts. But this policy, which was 
undoubtedly based on an accurate perception of the socialists and had worked 
for Giolitti in prewar confrontations with revolutionaries of the left, had a dan- 
gerous side effect. Property owners were inclined to panic, to conclude that 
the state was not protecting them, and they naturally looked for a savior. 

In the Blackshirts was a force both willing and capable of repressing socialist 
agitators. From early 1919 they had engaged in street brawls with socialists, had 
attacked socialist party offices, destroyed party printing presses, and adminis- 
tered doses of castor oil to prominent socialist and trade union leaders. Mus- 
solini began to receive money from wealthy, anxious property owners — and 
weapons from elements of the Italian military. Thousands of small property 
owners applauded the Blackshirts. Mussolini’s stance as a man of action exer- 
cised attraction for many who found the chaotic postwar situation unbearable. 

The campaign of terror against the Italian “bolsheviks” grew steadily in 
scope. Even where the organized working class was strongest, as for example 
in Bologna, whose legally elected city council was heavily socialist, relatively 
small bands of Fascist toughs were able to establish a de facto authority. In 
many instances, the police and the older authorities gave covert support to the 
Blackshirts. 

Mussolini was able to parley this burgeoning support among the propertied 
classes into support for his becoming prime minister in 1922. However, there 
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was nothing particularly decisive about Mussolini’s victory at this ime, and the 
grip of the Fascists on the country remained uncertain unul the later 1920s. A 
crucial development at the time of the March on Rome was the Italian 
monarch’s support; Mussolini would almost certainly not have become prime 
munister without it. That support in turn bolstered support for Mussolini in 
other parts of the population, including the police and military. 

Italy’s Jews were especially ardent in their devotion to the monarchy and 
thus inclined at this point to support Mussolini. Before examining the further 
evolution of Fascism in Italy, that peculiar devotion of Italian Jews requires fur- 
ther scrutiny, for it is revealing in a number of ways. 


The Jews of Italy 


It might be said that in no other modern nation was the situation of Jews 
less in need of “normalization” (in the Zionist sense) than in Italy from the 
late nineteenth century to the 1930s. Italian Jews had lived for many centuries 
under the heavy hand of the Catholic Church in a counury close to 100 per- 
cent Catholic. Nonetheless, virtually all observers agree that the Italian people 
of all classes in modern times were singularly lacking in hatred for Jews. One 
Italian Jew of a prominent family recalled that in school “there was absolutely 
no difference between us and non-Jews except that we left class during the 
hour of religion. In history class they taught that the Jews killed Christ. But we 
just accepted it.”25 So apparently (and almost unbelievably) did the non-Jews, 
without deriving notable anti-Semitic conclusions. Again, the fundamental 
role of “religion” in the genesis of modern anti-Semitism must be questioned. 

The rise of the Jews in a materia] sense was particularly rapid and palpable 
in modern Italian history, whereas a degrading poverty remained the lot of the 
great mass of non-Jewish Italians. But expressions of hatred for Jews linked to 
envy or class conflict were also remarkably rare in Italy. As one Jewish observer 
has remarked, “The desire to climb socially, shared at that time by all the Jews 
of western Europe, was probably resented less in Italy than elsewhere.”*6 Jews 
were nowhere more prominent politically than in Italy, which was the first 
country in Europe to have a Jewish prime minister (Disraeli being a Christ- 
ian). In the cultural sphere, too, Jews in Italy excelled; in art and music their 
accomplishments, at least in the opinion of one Jewish observer, were “unpat- 
alleled by any other European Jewish community.”?’ Yet anti-Semitism of a 
pohtical or cultural slant was similarly almost nonexistent in Italy. As with Hun- 
gary and the United States, a rapid rise of the Jews cannot be cited as a devel- 
opment that inevitably provokes anti-Semiusm. 
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Italy and France had approximately the same population (ca. 45 million) at 
the turn of the century, but France had long been unified and was recognized 
as a major power; Italy had long suffered the humiliations of disunity, only 
completing its unification in the second half of the nineteenth century, and 
even then far from satisfactorily in the eyes of most Italian nationalists. After 
1870, Italy was counted in the second rank of European powers. Much of the 
country, especially its South, was scarcely distinguishable from an underdevel- 
oped, non-European country, although in the North were dynamic industrial 
centers, similar to the advanced regions in France and the rest of Europe. 

The political and racial anti-Semitism in the 1880s had no counterpart in 
Italy. That may seem particularly surprising in that the most successful of 
Europe’s anti-Semitic movements was just across the border in Austria, and 
one of the most anti-Semitic countries of Europe, Romania, was embraced by 
Italy’s leaders as a sister Latin state. Italy was the country where the term 
“ghetto” originated. It was also a country of widespread illiteracy and superstu- 
tion, with severe dislocations associated with the shift to a modern industrial 
economy. 

What made Italy such a relatively benevolent environment for Jews, free of 
major outbreaks of hostility to Jews? The size of the Jewish community is an 
element of the explanation, but hardly sufficient, since France, too, had a 
small Jewish community. More important was the nature of the Italian Jewish 
community and, relatedly, the nature of Italian national identity. Jews consti- 
tuted a slightly smaller proportion of the population of Italy in the nineteenth 
century than of France, that is, about one-tenth of one percent by the end of 
the century. Italian Jews were more evenly dispersed in the general population 
than were French Jews, although very few were to be found south of Rome. 
The observation that French Jews were overwhelmed by the sheer numbers of 
Gentiles holds even more for the even less dense Jewish communities of Italy. 
Most Italian Jews mixed freely in non-Jewish society and typically had numer- 
ous non-Jewish friends. Italian Jewish families were, to be sure, close-knit, as 
were non-Jewish families in Italy, and intermarriage was less common than in 
France. Sul, the social situation of Italian Jews was qualitatively different from 
that of Jews in eastern Europe, where most lived among large numbers of 
other Jews, often in an almost entirely Jewish environment. In dress, manners, 
and physical appearance, Jews in Italy by the end of the century were indistin- 
guishable from the non-Jewish population. 

Italian Jews spoke Italian rather than Yiddish or any other peculiarly Jewish 
dialect. In this as mn other ways Italian Jews resembled the Sephardic Jews of 
France and were in fact largely of Sephardic origin. They were not perceived 
as “foreign”; most were incontestably long-term residents, ones who did not 
feel the need to make the kinds of distinctions that were common in France 
or Germany (“French of Jewish religion” or “Jews by race but not religion”). 
They were simply Italians, and they had few worries that their religion or their 
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race disqualified them from being genuine members of the Italian nation. 
Since Italy was not flooded with eastern European immigrants, Italian Jews did 
not have to deal with those embarrassing cousins to anything like the same 
degree that German, British, or American Jews did. 

Sephardic Jews had everywhere in Europe a better reputation among non- 
Jews than the Ashkenazic, even among anti-Semites like Houston Stewart 
Chamberlain. An Italian racist author, Giulio Cogni, who praised the fair- 
haired Nordic race, nonetheless emphasized the superiority of the Italian 
Sephardic Jew over the German Ashkenazic. “The hatred and expulsion of the 
Jews in the North originated chiefly from the fact that the two races, all too 
different, ... never merged, . . .” whereas Sephardic Jews and Italians did.?8 

By the second half of the nineteenth century, Italian Jews had begun to par- 
ticipate actively in the public life of the cities and towns in which they lived, 
becoming mayors or local officials with remarkable frequency. They were over- 
whelmingly urban and less restricted to certain economic roles than in most 
other European countries. In the course of the century many acquired land, 
in some cases large amounts of it. More generally, they entered the prosperous 
borghesia, the Italian urban middle class, in large numbers. By the turn of the 
century the Jewish lower class in Italy was very small, mostly to be found in the 
older ghetto areas of Rome. In the northern provinces, Jews typically moved 
into stylish neighborhoods without notable resistance or resentment from 
their neighbors. 

The racism that spread in northern Europe did not much appeal to Ital- 
ians, a people too obviously the product of repeated invasions, foreign settle- 
ments, and racial mix over millennia. Although there were tall, blond, blue- 
eyed Italians in the northern part of the country, Italian identity was 
Mediterranean, as was Jewish; both Italians and Jews similarly conceived of 
themselves as ancient, civilized peoples. The claims of northern European 
racists to be “pure Aryans” were the source not only of bemusement by Italian 
intellectuals but resentment by ordinary Itahans, who chafed under the pre- 
sumption of racial superiority by other Europeans. As a young man, Mussolini 
had experienced German racial arrogance in the Trentino and retained bitter 
memories of it. Before the war, he denounced Pan-Germanism as reactionary 
and “an insult to the Latin race.”*9 One of many sources of tension between 
Mussolini and Hitler was the fact that Chamberlain, one of Hider’s supposed 
intellectual inspirations, had described the Italians as degenerate because of 
excessive racial interbreeding. 

By the early twentieth century, there was no population of Jews in Europe 
that was more fully integrated into a modern nation-state than the Jews of 
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Italy. In terms of acceptance by the ruling elite, there was no country of the 
world, including Hungary, Great Britain, or the United States, in which Jews 
encountered a more favorable environment. Jews had been especially ardent 
German nationalists, but the rise of racism in the German-speaking world 
came as a bitter rebuff, diminishing the confidence of German-Jewish nation- 
alists. French Jews were shaken by the Dreyfus Affair. Even English Jews faced a 
crisis of confidence during the Boer War and the subsequent debates around 
the Aliens Act. 

Few if any crises had comparable effects upon Italian nationalist Jews. Ital- 
ian Jews enthusiastically identified with the new Italian state, and even more 
than the Jews of France, the Jews of Italy were important to the establishment, 
success, and survival of that state. Unified Italy was a monarchy, not a republic, 
but by all accounts the devotion of Italian Jews to the royal house of Piedmont- 
Sardinia was even more ardent than their devotion to Italian nationalism. 
That house had early in the century sponsored Jewish emancipation and had 
then played a prominent role in the unification of Italy. The kings of Pied- 
mont-Sardinia were often compared to the kings of Prussia, but Italian royalty 
accepted their Jewish subjects to a much greater degree, not only ennobling a 
number of them but mixing socially with them more extensively than did the 
royalty of Prussia. Italian Jews were even chosen for the sensitive and symbol 
cally significant post of tutors to the royal family.?! 

The extent to which Italian Jews entered the highest ranks of the military 
was without real parallel. “It was common for ‘good’ Turinese Jewish families to 
send their children to military academies to prepare them for the army or the 
navy.”%? Jews were often honored guests at the weddings, funerals, and other 
important ceremonies of the highest ranks of the Piedmontese nobility, includ- 
ing the royal family. Even in the case of the Jewish entourage of Edward VII, 
there was not such an extensive mixing of Jews, nobility, and the royal family. 

Italian politicians, too, had many Jewish contacts. Jews in other countries 
had of course established close contact with men like Bismarck, Gambetta, 
Churchill, or Wilson, but the Jewish contacts of Count Camillo Cavour, who 
played a role in Italian unification comparable to that of Bismarck in German 
unification, were more pervasive. In the words of Cecil Roth, 


At every turn . . . Cavour found Jewish sympathy and help. It was from the Roth- 
schilds of Paris that the Piedmontese treasury received its main support during this 
fateful period [1851]... . His confidential secretary and faithful lieutenant was Isaac 
Artom, one of the most significant figures of the Risorgimento. His official organ, 
Opinione, was directed by Giacomo Dina, for many years his literary spokesman and 
advocate.*3 
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Jews entered all of the upper levels of the Italian state, in those areas usually 
considered last bastions of privilege, the senate, the diplomatic corps, the cabi- 
net, and the military. In 1910 Luigi Luzzatti, a Jew from Venice, became prime 
minister. Sidney Sonnino, whose father was Jewish, had been prime minister 
earlier in that same year. He was one of the most important Italian politicians 
of the period, holding many cabinet posts.*! By the early twentieth century, 
Italian Jews had become part of the political establishment. Yet even those who 
attacked that establishment almost never mixed anti-Semitic themes into their 
attacks. In nearly all other areas of prestige and power, from industry to educa- 
tion and the arts, the numbers of Jews were utterly out of proportion to their 
one-tenth of one percent of the total population. By 1930, for example, fully 8 
percent of university professors in Italy were Jews, thus some eighty times over- 
represented.*5 

If Dreyfus was a typical member of the French Jewish bourgeoisie in his 
profound patriotism, his unquestioning respect for the military, and his gen- 
erally right-wing views, there were many such typical members of the Italian 
Jewish borghesia. Dan Vittorio Segré, writing in 1987, observed that in read- 
ing “the correspondence of... members of my family that found its way into 
the nationalistic press of the time, I feel a deep embarrassment at the cloy- 
ing banalities, the forced romanticism, and the spiritual emptiness.”°6 And if 
Judaism played a small and declining role in the lives of French Jews in com- 
petition with the religion of French patriotism, such was the case even more 
in Italy. As Carla Ovazza, daughter of a prominent Jewish Italian nationalist 
(and Fascist) recalled, “We followed the formal, material traditions of reli- 
gion, but there was no moral substance to it. My father never once explained 
a passage of the Bible to me or said a kiddush [blessing]. . . . We knew no 
Hebrew. There were some religious Jews, but they tended to be poorer, 
closer to the roots.”87 Segré remembered of his father that “no one could 
accuse him of consciously breaking Jewish law, since no one had taught it 
to him.”98 

Italy’s declaration of war in 1915 — the “radiant days of May” in Mussolini’s 
words — was greeted by the Italian Jewish bourgeoisie with enthusiasm, unlike 
much of the rest of the nation. These sons of privileged backgrounds volun- 
teered for the front in record numbers; more than a thousand Italian Jews 
won medals of valor, and Jews were prominent among those who won Italy’s 
very highest military honor, the Gold Medal (including seventeen-year-old 
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Roberto Sarfatti, the son of Mussolini’s mistress). By the end of the war, eleven 
Jewish generals had commanded Italian troops.*? 

It should not be difficult to understand, then, how the humiliation of Italy in 
World War I and then at the Paris Peace Conference, was received by many Ital- 
ian Jews as particularly heir humiliation. The wave of lower-class unrest that swept 
across Italy at the end of the war threatened the propertied Jewish bourgeoisie 
no less than it threatened other privileged orders. The desire to put an end to 
the postwar chaos was easily as strong among Italian Jews as it was in other quar- 
ters. Similarly, among the veterans returning from the front were thousands of 
Jews, among them a large number of officers and decorated war heroes. They 
and other veterans encountered hostility on the streets if they wore their uni- 
forms or medals. They were outraged to hear the leaders of the PSI denounce 
the war as a sham, the product of capitalism. As one Italian Jew recalled, 


My father felt deeply wounded; he became convinced, like many other landowners 
of the time, that nothing could stop the ‘Bolshevik hydra’ except a new, strong, 
patriotic regime, capable of forcing draft dodgers to recognize the contribution of 
blood and suffering that the veterans had given the county. ... More out of anger 
than ideology, he enrolled himself in the Fascist party, which was gaining strength 
and credibility with the help of enraged war veterans like himself and with the 
covert support of the police and the army.” 


Since the right wing and the military in most countries of Europe typically 
had a low regard for Jews, it is difficult to get used to the notion that in Italy 
the militaristic nght wing had a disproportionately large numbers of Jews in its 
leading ranks and that, further, the non-Jewish officer corps was determined 
to defend the Jews in its ranks against attacks from civilians. Similarly, since 
Jews were elsewhere charged with being agents of revolution and disorder, it 
takes some effort to appreciate the extent to which Jews in Italy were widely 
and accurately recognized by those in power as being mostly on the side of the 
established order. Looking back on the year 1922, Vittorio Foa spoke in terms 
that were typical of the Italian Jewish bourgeoisie: 


You would see crowds of workers protesting, and fascist rallies, and continual strikes; 
there was a sense of impending violence. I was at that point in favor of fascism and 
Mussolini. . . . At bottom, I was a litde simpleminded. I had the impression that Mus- 
solini would swaighten things out and end this ume of uncertainty and violence."! 


As another wealthy Italian Jew commented, “the fact that there was no more 
freedom of the press or freedom of ideas didn’t matter a bit... . We were all 
fascist and all our friends were fascist. You just took it for granted.”*2 
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The Italian Model of Fascism 


Many others, inside Italy and in the rest of Europe and America, were 
also “a little simpleminded” in regard to Italian Fascism. Because we now 
appreciate how disastrously the Italian Fascist experiment finally turned out, 
we too easily assume that its ignoble and tragic end should have been obvious 
to contemporaries from the beginning. But opinion everywhere in Europe 
and America tended toward sympathy for the Italian Fascists in the late 1g20s 
and early 1930s. Tourists returning from Italy were full of praise for the new 
regime (“The trains run on time!”). Conservatives were especially prone to 
praise Mussolini, but many centrist liberal democrats were willing to entertain 
the notion that Fascism, if not appropriate for their own countries, might be 
just what the Italians needed to counter their unsettled politics and undisci- 
plined nature. 

Winston Churchill, one of the earliest and most intransigent opponents of 
Nazism, was nonetheless decidedly soft on Italian Fascism well into the early 
1930s. In a visit to Italy in 1927, he greeted Mussolini with the words, “If I 
had been Italian, I am sure that I should have been wholeheartedly with you 
from start to finish in your tiumphant struggle against the bestial appetites 
and passions of Leninism.”“ Jews in liberal—-democratic countries, although 
usually leery of Fascism, were not immune to the temptation to accept Mus- 
solini as “good for the Italians.” Hermann Otto Kahn, a German-Jewish 
banker in the United States, was an especially ardent admirer of Mussolini. 

Restoring order and destroying the socialist/communist threat were no 
doubt Mussolini’s most important selling points. His followers often used bru- 
tal means, but the Italian Fascists were no more violent, and often less so, than 
the right wing in other countries. Many on the right and center saw nothing 
particularly alarming about Fascist methods; conservatives often described vio- 
lent repression as a lesser evil, compared with what could be expected from 
the revolutionary left if it ever gained the upper hand. 

Many observers were impressed as the 1920s progressed that Mussolini was 
dealing effectively with a range of other problems, with the “unfinished tasks” 
of Italian unification. Making the Italians more reliable and hardworking, 
more a modern, industrial people, may be viewed as part of the overall agenda 
of establishing order, but Mussolini tackled another large and related prob- 
lem: the distance between the elite that ran the Italian state and the general 
population. 

For all the heroics of Garibaldi at midcentury, it could not be said that the 
Italian common people had won, or even much participated in, the struggle 
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for a unified state. That victory had been “managed” by the crafty Cavour, who 
played off the great powers to Italy’s atlvantage. After unification, similarly, the 
lower orders were not even given the vote until the eve of World War I. During 
the late nineteenth century, the highly unrepresentative parliament was run 
by corrupt political machines. Italy’s government might charitably have been 
termed liberal-parliamentary in this period, but it was not a democracy, if that 
word is understood to mean a significant degree of popular participation in 
government. 

Mussolini was more than a prime minister selected by a political elite; he 
was, or became, a popular leader in a way that could not be said of prewar 
leaders like Giolitti or Sonnino. And whatever the despotic tendencies of the 
Fascists, they did bring new elements of the population into active, even if not 
genuinely liberal-democratic political participation. We have seen already, in 
examining the origins of popular anti-Semitism in Germany, how morally 
ambiguous the concept of popular participation can be, whatever the axioms 
of liberal-democratic faith about the voice of the people. 

Mussolini could make plausible claims to healing other major rifts in Italian 
society, most notably that between the state and the Catholic Church, which 
had vexed the country since the time of unification. In 1929 Mussolini negoti- 
ated the Lateran Accords, advancing the cause of national unity by making it 
possible for sincere Catholics to feel at one with both the Italian people and 
state.46 

Perhaps most important of all, Mussolini worked to remedy the sense of 
inferiority that many Italians felt in regard to other nations. As one scholar has 
put it, “nearly all of Italy’s roubles have stemmed from the inferiority complex 
of its people.”*” An Italian Jew recalled of her uncle, who was a prominent Fas- 
cist: “He thought Mussolini would be the savior of Italy, that he would bring 
dignity to Italy, that it would become one of the leading nations of Europe. No 
one would spit at us, the way England used to. He hated England.”48 

The hundreds of thousands of new recruits to Fascist banners between 
1920 and 1922 shifted the movement’s initial center of balance. From being 
predominantly urban, it became predominantly rural; from being ambigu- 
ously left wing, it became ambiguously right wing; from representing social 
change, it came to represent reaction — though always ambiguously, differing 
from overtly reactionary regimes. 

Given this lasting ambiguity, it is tempting to focus on Mussolini’s personal- 
ity as the real key to defining fascism — as his own celebrated quip, “I am fas- 
cism,” suggested. There is something to be said in favor of such a focus, but 
the limits of his personal role are also clear: The evidence does not support 
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the contention that Mussolini planned or even foresaw the shifts that charac- 
terized his movement from 1919 to 1922. Hitler later reported that Mussolini 
had confided to him that “at the moment he undertook the struggle against 
Bolshevism, he didn’t know exactly where he was going.” He was not in firm 
control of what Fascism became. There were many competing factions, some 
that did not even accept his leadership.5° He almost certainly would have pre- 
ferred a more leftist orientation, perhaps even to a reconciliation with the 
socialists. In August 1921 he signed a pact of nonviolence with them, only to 
have it rejected by the local Fascist bosses, resulting in his temporary resigna- 
tion. The Fascist program initially adopted in March of 1919 had been 
remarkably left wing: It had demanded the vote for women, heavy taxes on 
capital, worker control of factories, confiscation of church lands, and a redis- 
tribution of those lands to the landless peasantry. But by November 1921, 
when the growing Fascist movement assumed the form of a political party, the 
Partito nazionale fascista, it described itself as “decidedly antisocialist” and in 
favor of the free market. And while pledging itself to serve the masses it also 
promised to “flog them when they make mistakes.” Again, it is obvious that 
these shifts were not the work of Mussolini alone and certainly were not 
planned by him. 

The propaganda image of // Duce as a man of unwavering will was decep- 
tive; the Leader was in truth continually led — or pushed — in directions he had 
not himself chosen. Giacinto Serrati, who had worked closely with Mussolini in 
the PSI before the war, quipped: “He is a rabbit - a phenomenal rabbit: He 
roars. Observers who do not know him mistake him for a lion.”5! Fascism by 
late 1921, before the March on Rome, was sull very much in the making. The 
power of contending groups within the party surged and waned in the ensu- 
ing years. Italo Balbo, officer of the Alpine troops and ras (party boss) of Fer- 
rara, led the veterans of the front, the more brutal, nihilistic face of fascism in 
this period. Michele Bianchi spoke for the prewar syndicalists and more gener- 
ally for the social revolutionary wing of the party, the one with which Mussolini 
himself was at first associated. Cesare De Vecchi was a traditionalist and a 
monarchist, typical of those who rallied to fascism out of disgust with parlia- 
mentary democracy but also, ironically, the kind of man that Mussolini, in his 
earlier years, had most energetically attacked. These were strange bedfellows, 
and they constituted anything but a stable alliance under a forceful and clear- 
headed leader. 

Mussolini became ever more adept at playing factions off against one 
another, of testing the wind by seeming to favor one faction over another. 
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Such devices are used by all rulers, even in democracies, but he used them 
with a brazenness that was remarkable. The point is worth emphasizing 
because it helps explain his ultimate (1938) move against the Jews: It was not 
really because he had always hated them, or had long secretly planned to 
attack them, but rather because he came to doubt their power, given what had 
happened to them by that time in Germany. Relatedly, he concluded that the 
previously benign attitudes to Jews in Fascist Italy were inconsistent with the 
struggle of newly allied Germany and Italy against liberal democracy. Interest- 
ingly, direct pressure from Nazi Germany evidently played no role in this 
move.>? 

Immediately after the March on Rome, Mussolini ruled in a way that con- 
tinued to reassure many of those who feared the violent, social revolutionary 
aspects of fascism. The gangsterish qualities of the squadristi had finally begun 
to worry many of those who first applauded the suppression of the left, and 
Mussolini took measures to control them. He dressed in a respectable, bour- 
geois fashion. He spoke up for international reconciliation, and in his cabinet 
were centrists and traditional right-wing figures, only a minority of whom were 
members of the Fascist Party. (Aldo Finzi, an early Jewish supporter of Mus- 
solini, became undersecretary of the interior.*) The first years of Fascist rule 
in Italy, in short, did not much resemble the ruthless and sweeping changes in 
Germany from early 1933 to mid-1934. 

By 1924 Mussolini succeeded in winning 374 seats (out of 535) for his 
coalition slate in elections that were not models of liberal-democratic proce- 
dure but were not yet farces either. Mussolini took other measures of normal- 
ization, including the incorporation of the squadristi into the regular state 
militia, though they now swore allegiance to him personally rather than to the 
king or the state. In the same year he survived his greatest crisis, in the so- 
called Matteotti Affair. Giacomo Matteotti, a prominent socialist and eloquent 
critic of the Fascists, was murdered by thugs on the payroll of one of Mus- 
solini’s lieutenants. How much Mussolini actually approved of the murder, or 
even knew of it beforehand, remains uncertain, but it grew into a major scan- 
dal. Doubts revived among the more socially conservative Fascists about 
whether Mussolini could control the criminal element among his followers. 
Mussolini himself appeared disoriented, indecisive, and irritable. Many pre- 
dicted that he would not last. 

But he did, emerging from the crisis convinced that he needed more power 
if he and the movement were to continue to rule. In a series of decrees he 
transformed Italy from a parliamentary democracy, however flawed, into a 
one-party, self-styled “totalitarian” state. (The term (otalitario was taken up by 
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Mussolini and by his critics.) By 1926 all parties except the Fascist Party were 
outlawed, and leading antifascist figures were arrested. Yet another important 
stage of Fascist “becoming” had been reached, but this totalitarianism was 
actually limited in comparison to that developing in Russia, or later in Ger- 
many. The king, the military, the church, and the senate remained indepen- 
dent of Fascist control. Sull, Mussolini was much more powerful than any pre- 
vious ruler of modern Italy, and he did seem to be forging an original manner 
of rule. 

How popular was this new direction? Hostility to the Fascists among those 
who had been associated with the socialist and communist movements natu- 
rally remained, as it did with a small stratum of western-style liberal intellectu- 
als, but admiration for Mussolini reached its high point in the late 1920s. 
Even those who were repelled by the dictatorial aspects of his regime still 
believed that Mussolini had prevented Italy from collapsing into the chaos and 
brutality that Russia had suffered. The issue of “choosing between two evils” 
was absolutely central to the age of Fascism, in Italy as elsewhere. 


The Establishment of the Weimar Republic 


Fascism as an alternative to liberal democracy took on growing attrac- 
tions in many countries, especially among those elements of the population 
that had not benefited from liberal democracy in the first place. In most of 
these lands the image of Jews had deteriorated badly in the course of the war. 
That deterioration was one aspect of a generally disastrous fragmentation and 
radicalization of Germany’s political community as the country’s military situa- 
tion worsened and defeat loomed in 1918. Already deeply split before 1914 
and only fleetingly unified in the opening days of the conflict, Germany col- 
lapsed into revolution and near civil war in the autumn of 1918. As noted, 
from late 1918 through the early 1920s, it seemed to many Germans that Jews 
were “everywhere.” 

From the humiliation and fratricide of 1918 and 1919 a republican form of 
government, the Weimar Republic, emerged uncertainly, replacing the Imper- 
ial Reich of 1871-1918. The coalition of Social Democratic, Center, and 
left-liberal (Progressive) parties that had supported a Reichstag resolution in 
favor of a negotiated peace in 1917 now provided the political foundation for 
what was called the Weimar Coalition. This coalition introduced many pro- 
gressive measures, among them universal suffrage (male and female), propor- 
tional representation, and elaborate protections of individual liberties. The 
Weimar Republic was widely acclaimed as a model of liberal democracy, but it 
also had many bitter enemies, both on the right and the left. For the followers 
of the new Communist Party (KPD), it was no more than a bourgeois republic, 
and they looked to its violent overthrow. Many on the right denounced it as a 
Judenrepublik, a “Jew republic.” Right-wingers yearned for a return to the old 
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order or to some more authoritarian, more authentically German form of gov- 
emment, not one they believed imposed upon them by the French, English, 
and Americans, with the Jews pulling the strings. 

Having signed the detested Versailles peace treaty, the leaders of the new 
republic started under heavy disadvantages. They were forced to quell violent 
revolts on both the left and the right, in the Spartacus Uprising of January 
1919 and then the Kapp Putsch of March 1920 (brought down with the help 
of a remarkably successful general strike after the army refused to repress the 
putschists). The leaders of the republic survived these initial years but did not 
gain widespread or deep-felt popularity. Many of those who finally decided to 
support the new republic did so without enthusiasm, earning the epithet of 
Vernunftrepublikaner, “republicans in their reason” — not in their hearts. Much 
of the military, judiciary, and police forces remained hostile, as did the govern- 
ment bureaucracies. There was a republican constitution and a new, left-cen- 
ter government coalition, but the cadres of the former regime were not reno- 
vated. German officialdom remained attached to the old order and all too 
obviously yearned for its return, leading many historians to speak of a “failed 
revolution.” 

The alleged failure of the revolution of 1918-1919 in Germany also 
derived from the initial measures taken once the Kaiser had abdicated. The 
provisional government headed by Prince Max of Baden soon relinquished 
control to the Council of People’s Commissars, a six-member body of social 
democrats headed by the leader of the SPD, Friedrich Ebert. Ambiguously 
representing the workers’ and soldiers’ councils that had sprung up every- 
where, the Council was quite different from the Bolshevik-led Council of Peo- 
ple’s Commissars in Russia. Ebert was a moderate social democrat, deter- 
mined not to repeat the mistakes of Kerensky in Russia. When challenged by 
the revolutionary left, he turned for support to the generals and to the Fre- 
korps organizations, staffed by veterans and others who were mobilized by the 
prospect of communist revolution. 

The Freikorps played a role in Germany much like that of the Blackshirts in 
Italy, but with some important differences. They repressed the revolutionary 
left yet acted under the authority of Ebert’s government, even while openly 
expressing contempt for him and his party. There were a number of charis- 
matic Freikorps leaders, but as yet none comparable to Mussolini. Hitler 
remained an obscure corporal at this point (1919). Ebert successfully pressed 
for national elections and a constituent assembly, thus accomplishing what 
moderates failed to do in Russia. Thereafter the Freikorps were disbanded, 
although many of their members eventually moved into kindred organiza- 
tions, most prominent of which was the Nazi SA (Sturmabteilung, storm troop), 
or Brownshirts. Although in these regards successful, Ebert himself was far 
from a charismatic leader. He later became president of the Weimar Republic 
but failed to gain much heartfelt popularity among the population at large. 
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Anti-Semites found much to feed their hatred in the new republic. Jews 
assumed a number of leading positions in it. Three of the Council of People’s 
Commissars were Jewish. The Weimar constitution was written by a Jew, Hugo 
Preuss, and in the various ministries and subministries of the first govern- 
ments were many Jews, often socialists. The commission that was set up to 
study the causes of Germany’s collapse had a number of Jewish members, fur- 
ther nurturing visions on the right that German Jews were collaborating with 
foreign Jews in saddling Germany with guilt for the war.5+ 

The newly founded left-center Democratic Party won a heavy majority of 
the votes of the Jewish bourgeoisie and had many Jews in its leadership.5> 
Allied with the SPD and Center parties in the Weimar Coalition, it played a 
key role in the creation and preservation of the republic, winning nearly 19 
percent of the vote in the elections of early 1919. However, by the June elec- 
tions of 1920 that figure had dropped to 8.3 percent, and by 1924 to 5.7 per- 
cent.56 Walther Rathenau became a prominent figure in the Democratic Party. 
Long the focus of towering hatred by anti-Semites, he now stood out all the 
more. From his commanding position in organizing the war economy, he 
became foreign minister. Right-wing demonstrators chanted slogans calling 
for the death of this “Goddam Jew-Pig” (schlagt tot dem Walther Rathenau, der 
Gottverdammte Judensau!). In 1922, he was assassinated by a right-wing fanatic. 

Both Germans and Italians began the immediate postwar years under a par- 
liamentary regime that lacked legitimacy in the eyes of broad strata of the pop- 
ulation and was reviled by both extreme night and left. Both countries stum- 
bled from crisis to crisis. The year 1923 saw a particularly disastrous turn of 
events in Germany, when France moved troops into the Ruhr, pressuring Ger- 
many to pay reparations, which set off guerrilla warfare and rampant inflation, 
provoking renewed attempts by both radical right and left to seize power. 


Eitler’s Early Career; 
the Genesis of His Anti-Semitism 


It was at this time, in the so-called Beer Hall Putsch of November 1923, 
that Adolf Hitler first came into wide visibility, increasingly identified as a 
“German Mussolini.” (The term was first used by a National Socialist leader in 
November 1922.57) Hitler was, even more than Mussolini, an outsider, a man 
of the common people who had seen frontline service and who had no con- 
nections to prewar parties or other established authorities. Like Mussolini, 
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Hitler denounced the old parties, the wornout ideologies, and seemed to win 
followers more for his raw energy and’self-assurance than for the exact details 
of his program. Both men attracted a fractious and violent following that 
many believed impossible to organize around a workable program of action. 

Hitler repeatedly expressed his admiration for Mussolini. As late as 1942 he 
observed in a private conversation, “I have a deep friendship for this extraordt- 
nary man,”58 and in the early 1920s he openly stated his intention to follow 
the Italian Fascist model. In 1942 he also remarked, “Don’t suppose that 
events in Italy had no influence on us. The Brownshirt would probably not 
have existed without the Blackshirt. The March on Rome. . . was one of the 
turning points in history.” Given Hitler’s contempt for non-Germans, that he 
continued to admire Mussolini and Italian Fascism is remarkable. 

This German Mussolini in fact differed from his Italian idol in some telling 
ways. Mussolini was only six years older (b. 1883, Hitler b. 1889) but had been 
in public life far longer. He had been a major figure in the PSI in the years 
immediately preceding World War I, when Hitler was an obscure vagabond. 
Both Hitler and Mussolini were more sophisticated and better read than many 
accounts lead one to believe, but Mussolini’s intellect was the more open, 
trained, and flexible of the two. As a young man, he had enjoyed daily contact 
with first-rate intellectuals. His patrician Jewish mistress, Margherita Sarfatti, 
prided herself in polishing his prose and manners, a task that his previous Jew- 
ish mistress, Angelica Balabanova, had also worked on. Hitler, in contrast, 
remained intellectually and socially isolated, an autodidact with many rough 
edges, contemptuous of the university trained. Hitler’s class origins were petty 
bourgeois rather than working class; he harbored a sense of superiority to 
manual laborers.® In other ways, too, Mussolini appears more normal. He had 
wide-ranging social contacts and friendships and pursued many love affairs. 
He married, had children, and obtained regular employment as a journalist 
and party activist. Hitler, on the other hand, was a loner, with few friends, 
apparently no intimate contact before 1919 with women outside his family, 
working at odd jobs and selling his art work. He was prickly, brooding, and 
inflexible. 

But the most remarkable difference was Hitler’s attitude to Jews. In spite of 
recognizing Mussolini and Italian fascism as models, he seemed to avoid dis- 
cussion of the role of Jews in the Italian movement.®! If one accepts that anti- 
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Semitism was absolutely central to Nazism, an assertion that Hitler himself 
often made, then it is extremely curious that the movement he repeatedly rec- 
ognized as his model was not anti-Semitic. Hitler asserted that Jews inevitably 
undermine or corrupt any enterprise with which they have contact. Yet they 
were undeniably of great importance in the personal life of the man whom 
Hitler most admired in the world and in the movement he described as his 
inspiration. 

It is hard to believe that Hitler was unaware of the role of Jews in Italian Fas- 
cism. Time and again those who met him were impressed with the range and 
detail of his historical knowledge. They may have been taken in to some 
degree, but still it seems unlikely that he would have missed such a point, since 
he was especially alert to the role of Jews in all countries. Moreover, Fascist 
leaders, from Mussolini on down, repeatedly criticized Nazi anti-Semitism and 
tried to dissuade Hitler and his heutenants from taking such a hard line in 
regard to the Jews, often pointing to the beneficial role of Jews in modern Ital- 
ian history.®? Fascist leaders in other countries, too, criticized Nazi racism; 
Hitler and other Nazi leaders were undoubtedly aware of those criticisms. 

When encountering criticism of this sort, Hitler typically remained aloof, 
letting his lieutenants speak for him. Some of them actually seemed to accept 
that Italian Jews were different from German Jews, an acknowledgment that 
one might extrapolate from Hitler’s rare comments on the issue.* As we will 
see, this aspect of Hitler’s rule — his calculated aloofness, one that allowed him 
to avoid awkward subjects and divert potential hostility to his heutenants — was 
an important one, central to his continued popularity and also to the tangled 
issue of his exact role in the murder of Europe’s Jews. 

The genesis of Hitler’s anu-Semitism in actual experiences with Jews is in 
some regards not so mysterious as is sometimes maintained. We lack for Hitler, 
before 1919, the ample public record that has been traced for Mussolini, but 
we do have a fair amount of information, if sometimes of questionable reliabil- 
ity, from those who knew Hitler before then, as well as from Hitler himself 
(particularly unreliable, it must be said). There is suggestive and plausible evi- 
dence in these accounts of how Hitler’s hatred of Jews evolved, from his early 
manhood until 1924 (that is, from the time he left home in 1907 at age eigh- 
teen until he wrote Mein Kampf at age thirty-five). The more fundamental 
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issue, however, lies deeper than individual experiences and has to do with 
Hitler’s character. His life experiences provide much suggestive information, 
but nonetheless others had experiences similar to his without becoming radt- 
cal anti-Semites. It is reasonably clear that some people, from the earliest 
stages of childhood, are psychologically rigid, less open or inclined to tolera- 
tion than others. Education, or environmental factors in a more general sense, 
can influence such inclinations, but the essentially mysterious inclinations 
remain, often resistant to education. 

Almost all the evidence we have about Hitler indicates that he was from an 
early age remarkably rigid — “self-willed and resistant to the discipline of regu- 
lar work,” in the words of his most celebrated biographer.® His boyhood 
friend, August Kubizek, in a memoir covering the years 1904 to 1908 (when 
Hitler was fifteen to nineteen years old) described those traits amply and, for 
the most part, credibly. Their friendship was based on a mutual passion for 
music and theater; it seems to have lasted as long as it did because of Kubizek’s 
conciliatory nature. Transparently concerned to make his friendship with 
Hitler understandable and thus often dwelling on his friend’s more admirable 
traits, Kubizek nonetheless frequently drops remarks such as the following: 
“Hitler was exceedingly violent and high-strung. Quite trivial things, such as a 
few thoughtless words, could produce in him outbursts of temper which I 
thought were quite out of proportion to the significance of the matter.”67 

What a genuinely liberal education might have accomplished in altering 
Hitler’s personal traits is a moot pomt, for he did not have the benefit of such 
an education. He was not, at least not in the crucial years between 15 and 25, 
put into an environment where he was encouraged to listen with an open 
mind to diverse points of view and to be prepared to change his opinion about 
things. Similarly, he experienced little comparable to the extended period of 
intellectual tutoring that Mussolini did while working with the Italian Social- 
ists. Hither never learned intellectual discipline, the need to persist with a 
topic, to study its various angles and not be content with first impressions or 
facile explanations. The years he might have spent at a university learning 
from others and acquiring a measure of intellectual discipline were spent 
mostly in isolated self-education and daydreaming. He claimed to be a vora- 
cious reader, but he brought to his reading the same headstrong and dilettan- 
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tish qualities that were apparent in the rest of his life (and it is unlikely that he 
in fact devoted serious study to many of the books he claimed to have read; 
much of his knowledge was picked up from the popular press, which he did 
read assiduously). More and more as he matured he read only to gather infor- 
mation that would confirm his set beliefs; less and less was he able to “learn” in 
the sense of broadening his vistas. He had a lively intellect, verbal agility, and, 
at least in some regards, an awesome memory for details. He was able to dazzle 
many, whatever their educational background, but his intellectual vistas 
remained much the same. Revealingly, he told Kubizek, who questioned how 
adequate his friend’s education could be based on reading alone: “Of course, 
you need teachers, I can see that. But for me they are superfluous.” 

His shows of temper when encountering opposing viewpoints were leg- 
endary, if also sometimes transparently staged. But with women he was infalli- 
bly courteous, even gallant — “an Austrian charmer.” As one of his biographers 
has remarked, “When women were present his harsh voice became soft and 
caressing so that many who had expected to find a boorish vulgarian came 
away charmed and delighted.” The women who worked for him as secretaries 
and typists have testified that he was unfailingly kind, even when their errors 
might have given cause for anger on his part.°? He also showed respect to his 
social superiors, at least in direct encounters with them, even while attacking 
the upper class in his speeches. His charm was put to good effect in such con- 
tacts, too, especially in fund-raising for his movement. 

Countless testimonies have been made concerning the force and attrac- 
tions of his personality in a broader sense, both when he addressed large audi- 
ences and when mixing in narrower circles.”? Typical was the reaction of Otto 
Wagener, a prominent Nazi official, when first meeting Hitler in 1929: “From 
the first moment, his eyes caught and held me. They were clear and large, 
trained on me calmly and with self-assurance. His gaze came not from the 
pupil but from a much deeper source — I felt as if it came from the infinite.”7! 
Wagener, who was not an unsophisticated or inexperienced observer, was also 
impressed, indeed overwhelmed, by Hitler’s command of factual data, the 
organization of his ideas, and the clarity with which he could present them. 

Hitler’s bigotry and inflexibility may have been influenced by his family 
background, but the evidence in that regard is inconclusive. His parents were 
not anti-Semitic, both by his testimony and that of others. His father, a customs 
official and loyal servant of Franz Joseph, was remote, overbearing, and selfish, 
but the emperor, as we have seen, made abundantly clear his regard for the 
Jews under his rule; his officials, if not immune from harboring anu-Semitic 
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beliefs, were also not likely to proclaim them loudly. Hitler claimed that he had 
not even heard the word “Jew” at home. Others testified that his father was cos- 
mopolitan and free thinking. Hitler’s anti-Semitism seems more plausibly part 
of a rebellion from his father than something he learned at home. 

Hitler’s broader environment, however, is another question. Until he left 
for Vienna, he lived in areas, most lengthily in Linz, known as Schonerer 
strongholds. A few of his favorite teachers were anti-Semitic. At least one of his 
instructors was Jewish, about whom he has curiously little to say in Mein Kampf. 
The teacher for whom he had the greatest contempt was Father Schwarz, a 
Catholic priest. He wrote in addition that “At the Realschule [roughly, high 
school], I did meet one Jewish boy, who was treated by all of us with 
caution. ... Various experiences had let us to doubt his discretion and we did 
not particularly trust him; but neither I or the others had any thoughts on the 
matter.”’? In fact, there were a fair number of Jews in the school. In 1902, in 
his class there were six Jews, five Protestants, and twenty-eight Catholics.”* The 
Jewish population of Linz, too, was larger than he indicates (“There were few 
Jews in Linz.”74), although we have almost no evidence about his contacts with 
Jews in the city. 

There is one important exception: The Hitler family doctor was Jewish, and 
one experience does stand out as potentially fraught with implications for 
Hitler’s attitudes to Jews. In 1907 his mother, Klara, died of breast cancer. By 
the tme her illness became serious, Hitler had already left home for Vienna to 
attend school. He returned to nurse his mother through her dying days. Mein 
Kampf only briefly refers to Klara’s “long and painful illness.” Hitler wrote that 
“it was a dreadful blow. . . . I had honored my father, but my mother I had 
loved.””> Much else in these laconic lines is transparently doctored to fit the 
image of himself that Hitler was trying to construct in 1924-1925, but most 
accounts, Kubizek’s included, agree that he was shattered by his mother’s 
death. The doctor, Eduard Bloch, later wrote that “In all my career, I have 
never seen anyone so prostrate with grief as Adolf Hitler.” When first informed 
of Klara’s illness, Hitler was inconsolable: “His long, sallow face was contorted. 
Tears flowed from his eyes. Did his mother, he asked, have no chance? Only 
then did I recognize the magnitude of the attachment that existed between 
mother and son.””6 

Mein Kampf does not even mention Dr. Bloch — a remarkable lapse — but it 
is only natural to speculate that Hitler retained bitter feelings about Bloch and 
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that his hatred for Jews may be traced back to this terrible trauma. Bloch’s bill 
was high, representing about 10 percent of Klara’s estate, and the treatment 
he prescribed caused her much suffering. (It involved the application of idio- 
form to the cancerous area, where one breast had been surgically removed — a 
task to which young Hitler personally attended.) A number of historians have 
speculated imaginatively but not persuasively about the impact of this 
episode.’ It is certainly plausible that Hitler blamed Dr. Bloch. Kubizek 
recounted that Hitler’s temper once again flared up: “Incurable! What do 
they mean by that?” he screamed. “Not that the malady is incurable but that 


the doctors aren’t capable of curing it. My mother isn’t even old . . . but as 
soon as the doctors can’t do anything, they call it incurable.”’8 
However, Dr. Bloch was, according to Kubizek, “very popular . . . known in 


the town as ‘the poor people’s doctor,’ an excellent physician and a man of 
great kindness, who sacrificed for his patients.””? Bloch’s own testimony was 
that young Hitler, in paying a formal visit to him after Klara’s death, grasped 
his hand and, looking directly at him, vowed “I shall be grateful to you for- 
ever.” A year later Hitler sent Bloch a cordial New Year’s greeting and signed it 
“your ever grateful Adolf Hitler.” Hitler later made gifts of his watercolors to 
Bloch,® and Bloch believed that Hitler allowed him to leave Austria in 1938, 
unharmed, because of this lasting gratitude.’! There is no record of Hitler 
ever expressing hatred for him. 

Whether or not Hitler’s anti-Semitism had some connection with this 
episode, historians have been almost unanimous in concluding that his subse- 
quent years in Vienna were crucial to developing that hatred. He returned to 
the capital city after his mother’s death and remained there for six years, 
until early 1914. Karl Lueger was at the peak of his popularity when Hitler 
arrived. An avid newspaper reader, Hitler explored the anti-Semitic press of 
the day. A devoted admirer of Richard Wagner, he was almost certainly famil- 
iar with Wagner’s anti-Semitism. Kubizek’s memoirs report that Hitler was 
already a follower of Schonerer. Kubizek also described how Hitler refused to 
speak to one of Kubizek’s acquaintances, who had promised to try to find 
Hitler work as a newspaper writer. Hitler shouted, “You idiot! Didn’t you see 
that he is a Jew?”82 

Yet Hitler’s hostility to Jews at this point may have been less adamant or doc- 
trinaire than this testimony suggests. In Mein Kampf he writes of his “greatest 
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inner soul struggles” during these years. Anti-Semitism had previously seemed 
to him “so monstrous, the accusations so boundless, that, tormented by the 
fear of doing injustice, I. . . became anxious and uncertain.”®3 It was only 
gradually, and after much reading and reflection,* that he came to the “great- 
est transformation of all.” By his own not very plausible account it was the 
interplay of concrete experience and cold reason that pushed him — hesitant 
and unwilling — toward uncompromising Jew-hatred. He began to notice Jews 
on the streets. He “suddenly encountered an apparition in a black caftan and 
black hairlocks”; he noted the “foreign face” and the “generally unheroic 
appearance.” The Inner City “swarmed with a people which even outwardly 
had lost all resemblance to Germans.” Their filth was unbearable. “You often 
knew it with your eyes closed. . . . I often grew sick to my stomach from the 
smell of these caftan wearers.” Curiosity and aversion gradually turned into 
anger and fury: 


Was there any form of filth or profligacy, particularly in cultural life, without at 
least one Jew in it? If you cut even cautiously into such an abscess, you found, like a 
maggot in a rotting body, dazzled by the sudden light — a little Jew [ Jiidlein]! . . . 
This [jewified culture] was pestilence, spiritual pestilence, worse than the Black 
Death of olden times, and the people were being infected with it!§5 


These loathings, however, were almost certainly read back into Hitler’s Vienna 
experience, or at least made more definite and dramatic in retrospect. The 
“inner soul struggles” seem to have lasted through the war years. What particu- 
larly clouds the issue is that Hitler’s prewar and wartime experiences with Jews, 
at least those we know about, were not so negative as the above passages sug- 
gest. Indeed, it is tempting to conclude that Hitler’s positive encounters with 
Jews heavily outweighed the negative and that the warm feelings he repeatedly 
expressed to Bloch were not exceptional. 

It would have been impossible to have passed these years in Vienna without 
daily encountering Jews in great numbers, especially in the neighborhoods 
that Hitler frequented. Kubizek’s testimony about Hitler’s refusal to accept a 
job from a Jew notwithstanding, Hitler had friendly contacts with Jews, as did 
Kubizek. Such contacts were entirely natural given their interests in art, where 
Jews were much in evidence. Hitler “zealously read” the Neue Freie Presse, 
remarking that he was “amazed at what [it] offered [its] readers and the objec- 


83 Mein Kampf, 55-6. 

“1 Most accounts of the origins of Hitler’s anu-Semitism attribute a large influence to Lanz von 
Liebenfels, a cultish theorist of blond, Aryan superiority. Whereas other Nazis, for example, 
Himmler, clearly were influenced by von Liebenfels, the evidence in Hitler’s case is tenuous. Cf. 
Maser, Hitler, 167-8: “If, as seems possible, Hitler came across Lanz’s pamphlets during his time 
in Vienna, his development as an anti-Semite can have been litle affected by them. After the 
Wehrmacht’s occupation of Austria he prohibited their publication.” 
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tivity of individual articles.”86 Hitler’s companion Reinhold Hanisch later 
wrote that many of Hitler's favorite actors and opera singers were Jewish, an 
observation that Kubizek also made. Hanisch did not recall Hitler expressing 
the kind of hostility to Jews that he expressed to Kubizek. There is a plausible 
explanation: Hanisch was selling Hitler’s artwork to mostly Jewish art dealers.87 
In the boardinghouse where Hitler lived for some time after separating from 
Kubizek, he had at least two Jewish acquaintances, one a locksmith named 
Robinson and another a part-time art dealer from Hungary, Josef Neumann. 
Hitler later referred to Neumann as a man that he “highly esteemed” and who 
was “very decent” (Neumann had given him a winter overcoat in time of 
need.). Hitler began selling directly to Jewish art dealers after he had broken 
with Hanisch, grateful to them because they would take chances on a fledgling 
artist like him.88 

There is some uncertainty in these reports and much that we never will 
know about Hitler’s contacts with Jews, but it is a reasonable conclusion that 
those he encountered represented the range of human types, good and bad, 
“alien” and “German looking” that one would expect to find in a city as large 
as Vienna, with its diverse Jewish population. The parallels with his reactions 
to Vienna itself are suggestive: He was uneasy with the number of foreigners 
there, but he was also attracted to and excited by much of the culture of the 
metropolis. He did not yearn to return to the provinces, even if they were 
more purely German. 

Hitler had many opportunities to form positive or balanced opinions 
about Jews, to appreciate their diversity in a way that ran counter to his later 
uncompromising attitude to them. To cite yet another example of hardly 
marginal importance, it was his Jewish senior officer, First Lieutenant Hugo 
Guttmann, who initiated and personally presented Hitler’s award of the Iron 
Cross, First Class “for personal bravery and general merit.”89 Again, those who 
knew him at the front did not remember him as an anti-Semite. He was “an 
odd character,” who lived “in his own world, .. .” as one of them recalled. He 
lectured the other recruits on the evils of smoking, and he did not join in 
their talk of women.% One of them did remember Hitler saying that “if all 
Jews were no more intelligent than Stein [their telephone operator], then 
there wouldn’t be any trouble.”9! But it seems a reasonable conclusion that 


6 [bid., 53. 

87 Cf. Maser, Hitler, 49. The reliability of Hanisch is also doubtful. “It was he [Hanisch] who was 
responsible for the dissemination of tendentious stories which were taken up, not only by jour- 
nalists, but also by biographers and historians.” 
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the “granite foundation” of his worldview, as he would later term anti-Semi- 
tism, was still not yet firmly in place. 

The key issue is not whether the Jews Hitler encountered were unpleasant 
or alien, since some undoubtedly were. His character is the key issue, how he 
filtered his experience, especially retrospectively. That character, already stiff 
and overbearing before leaving for Vienna, became all the more so in the city. 
His repeated failure to be admitted to the schools of art and architecture to 
which he applied was a terrible blow to his ego. A young man of such already 
overweening self-confidence and vanity needed to find an explanation. He 
later made comments to the effect that the number of Jews in the art and 
architecture schools was the reason he was rejected, but, again, that seems 
almost certainly a retrospective judgment; at the time he was more inclined to 
blame bureaucrats and stuffed-shirt academics without making the charge 
specifically against Jews. 

But one point deserves emphasis: It is simply not true that Hitler had no or 
very few direct contacts with Jews before 1919. Even in his case, we can speak 
of an interplay of fantasy and reality, although fantasy played a far more 
important role: “The Jew” as fantasy, as Satan, eventually came to be a central 
part of his Weltanschauung (“To him the Jew represents the very principle of 
evil.”92), causing him to suppress his knowledge of Jews that did not corre- 
spond to that vision, while seizing every example of those that seemed to. 
Many of those who knew Hitler at firsthand, from Kubizek to those in his 
immediate entourage in the 1930s, such as Hermann Rauschning, remarked 
on the extent to which he was a bundle of hostilities: “He was at odds with the 
world. Wherever he looked, he saw injustice, hate, and enmity. Nothing was 
free of his criticism; nothing found favor in his eyes.”9? Another commented 
that “He seemed always to feel the need of something to hate.” 

“The Jew” eminently satisfied that need, although he had many other, often 
overlapping hatreds — Czechs, Gypsies, lawyers, journalists, socialists, aristo- 
crats, priests, to mention a few. In this regard Mein Kampf is revealing in ways 
that Hitler did not intend. In it he speaks of how the masses are best orga- 
nized by hatred. He insists, even more revealingly, that those masses could 
hate only one thing at a ume. A leader of the masses had to simplify and exag- 
gerate, to provide that clear and simple object of hatred. Later he openly 
derided the notion that “the masses can be satisfied with ideological 
concepts. .. . The only stable emotion is hatred.” The common people 
respond to power and confident assertiveness; they shy away from complexity, 
uncertainty, tolerance.% In speaking of the masses, Hitler seemed to be reveal- 
ing his own psychodynamics, his own sense of what was true. 
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In private Hitler did occasionally recognize that key concepts of Nazism, 
such as race, were more complicated than party leaders presented them. He 
privately mocked figures like Rosenberg and Hinimler for their simplemind- 
edness. He was a talented mimic and delighted in caricaturing them in the 
long evenings at Berchtesgarten.°® He resisted changing the party program 
not because he disagreed with those who found it inconsistent and dated but 
rather because he believed that the masses should not be confused by such 
changes. 

It is tempting to conclude that the crudity of Hitler’s anti-Semitism had 
something to do with this desire to avoid complexity, as well as with his percep- 
tion that the Jews were relatively vulnerable. Attacks on the Catholic Church 
or on Capitalists might have had dangerous repercussions: There were many 
Catholic Germans, and the capitalists were essential to national strength, to 
say nothing of financing the party at crucial points. Fle was understandably 
more reticent to attack either of them with the same unrestrained language 
that he used in regard to the Jews. But he harbored, nonetheless, a profound 
hatred for the church; he clearly intended to “annihilate” it, too, when the 
time was right. His hatred for the capitalist bourgeoisie may have been less 
intense, but it seems likely that he had dark projects in mind for many of them 
as well. 

Hitler’s endless monologues, during which he often spoke about how “use- 
ful” anti-Semitism was to him, persuaded some observers that his hatred of 
Jews was not genuine, that he was simply another in the long line of insincere 
anti-Semites who used anti-Semitism to stir up the masses without themselves 
much believing in it. When Rauschning asked Hitler if he intended to “destroy 
the Jew,” Hitler replied, 


No. We should then have to invent him. It is essential to have a tangible enemy, 
not merely an abstract one. . . . Jews have been ready to help me in my political 
struggle. At the outset of our movement some Jews actually gave financial assis- 
tance. If I had but held out my little finger I would have had the whole lot crowd- 
ing around me.” 


The impression that Hitler was using anti-Semitism as a propaganda device 
was further enhanced by those occasions in which he made relatively concilia- 
tory remarks about Jews, as he tended to do in the late 1920s and early 1930s. 
Ironically, |.udendorff, who had done much to win over the Jewish masses 
under his control in World War I, publicly charged Hither with betraying the 
anti-Semitic cause after 1928 — a charge that Hitler scarcely resisted, responding 
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“that law-abiding Jews had little to fear from his movement’ or that he had no 
intention of limiting the rights of Jews ‘living in Germany (dass er nicht dafuer sei, 
die Rechte der in Deutschland lebenden Juden zu beschneiden).°° Such remarks now 
appear to be utterly mendacious and transparently calculated for tactical rea- 
sons, especially to attract a wider following to the Nazi Party. But at the tme, 
many believed that Hitler himself was not a radical anti-Semite and that he did 
not approve of rowdy attacks on Jews by some of his followers. 

Even privately Hitler made remarks that appeared inconsistent with radical 
anti-Semitism. Such was most notably the case when he was talking to women 
admirers, or the wives of his lieutenants, a number of whom tried to persuade 
him to tone down his attacks or at least to recognize the exceptional Jews in 
Germany, the genuine patriots. Among those women were Henriette von 
Schirach, wife of the leader of the Hitler Youth, and Ilse Braun, sister of 
Hitler’s mistress, Eva Braun. He remarked to Ilse that every German was enti- 
tled to his own pet Jew, but unfortunately there weren't enough good Jews to 
go around (She worked as a receptionist for a Jewish doctor whom she 
admired.) .!00 He worshipped the tall, blonde, and extremely beautiful Helene 
Hanfstangl, an American of German descent who had a number of Jewish 
friends in the artistic world. Both she and her husband tried to persuade 
Hitler that his position in regard to Jews was too categorical. As late as Decem- 
ber 1941, in his “table talk,” he stated, in an entirely private interview, not to 
make points as a public orator: 


I’m convinced that there are Jews in Germany who've behaved correctly — in the 
sense that they’ve invariably refrained from doing injury to the German idea. It’s 
difficult to estimate how many there are, but what I also know is that none of them 
has entered into conflict with his co-racialists in order to defend the German idea 
against them. . . . Probably many Jews are not aware of the destructive power they 
represent.!0! 


Further complicating his public stance, Hitler, in Mein Kampfand in many 
speeches, emphasized the need for “rational anti-Semitism,” as distinguished 
from Jew-hatred driven purely by emotion. The term remained murky, but he 
seemed to be suggesting that irrational outbursts, the pogroms typical of east- 
ern Europeans, were ineffective; in order to deal effectively with the wily Jew - 
which eastern Europeans had failed to do — it was necessary to develop a care- 
fully conceived, “rational” program. Hitler often remarked that even his Ger- 
man Volk failed to understand precisely why Jews were dangerous. Germans 
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were sometimes repelled by individual Jews, he noted, but this was an emo- 
tional or superficial reaction, one that did not usually extend to those German 
Jews who had assimilated. For Hitler the assimilated Jew was even more dan- 
gerous because his destructive work was less obvious. !0 

If competing images of the Jew continued to contend with one another in 
Hitler’s psyche while he was a young man, the hostile images seem to have 
won at the end of World War I, especially in terms of what he stated publicly. 
The beginning of the war had come to him as a deliverance, giving meaning 
to his life: “I sank down on my knees to thank Heaven for the favor of having 
been permitted to live in such a time.”! Earlier in the year, ironically, he had 
been arrested for evading military service in the Austrian army; he was 
ordered to report for duty at Linz, but he was finally declared “unfit for com- 
batant and auxiliary duties on grounds of physical weakness”! — matters that, 
not surprisingly, he failed to mention in Mein Kampf. In August nonetheless he 
volunteered for service in the German army, and all evidence indicates that he 
was a courageous soldier. After years of sacrifice, Germany's defeat was an 
unbearable blow to him. He later wrote that while in the hospital, recovering 
from a gas attack that had temporarily blinded him, he heard the news of Ger- 
many’s clefeat: 


Again, everything went black before my eyes; I tottered and groped my way back 
into the dormitory, threw myself on my bunk, and dug my burning head into my 
blanket and pillow. Since the day when I had stood by my mother’s grave I had not 
wept... . Only now did I see how all personal suffering vanishes in comparison 
with the misfortune of the fatherland.!% 


It may have been at this stage of massive psychological vulnerability that 
Hitler began to channel his already extraordinary capacity for hatred more 
uncompromisingly toward the Jews. The preceding passage is followed by one 
of the more ranting tirades of Mein Kampf; he emphasizes how much a frus- 
trated hatred raged in him during these days. He was above all infuriated, as 
he lay recovering in the hospital, by the antiwar sailors who “arrived in trucks 
and proclaimed the revolution; a few Jewish youths were the ‘leaders’ in this 
struggle. ... None of them had been to the front. . . . Now they raised the red 
flag of revolution.”!% 

In the following months, back in Munich, he watched revolutionary events in 
the city, first led by the socialist (and Jew) Kurt Eisner and then the short-lived 
rule by German-style soviets, led almost entirely by Jewish revolutionaries. The 
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Munich soviet dictatorship was itself inspired by the soviet regime in Hungary, 
again led by Jews. Atrocity stories about these soviet dictatorships, and even 
more about Bolshevik rule in Russia, began to spread widely in Germany. It is 
not difficult to imagine how a man of Hitler’s experience and character could 
seize this psychologically satisfying vision, “the Jew,” as the cause of Germany’s 
disasters — and vow to fight to his dying breath against the spreading Jewish 
plague. 

Hitler gained one of his first and most important recognitions as an agita- 
tor and orator when attending a course organized for demobilizing soldiers in 
1919, he eloquently attacked a speaker who had tried to defend the Jews.!07 
How completely he believed his own propaganda at this point is impossible to 
know, but he concluded that “the thing I had always presumed from pure 
feeling without knowing it was now corroborated: I could speak.”!8 Once he 
had taken this public stance, he was of course attacked in return by Jews and 
other opponents of anti-Semitism. Hitler was now irrevocably engaged; his 
stubbornness and pride added force to his categorical pronouncements 
against the Jews. 

The familiar question arises again: Was Hitler referring to a fantasy Jew, 
wholly unrelated to real experience? Most Jews were not communists or 
socialists, nor were most “destructive” in the way Hitler understood the 
word, but on the other hand, it is also true that nearly everywhere Hitler 
looked at the end of the war, there were Jews who corresponded to anti- 
Semitic imagery. It was certainly fantastic to believe that revolution in 
Munich, Budapest, or Moscow was part of a worldwide Jewish conspiracy or 
to conclude that the work of Jews like Eisner, Kun, or Trotsky derived from 
their race. Nonetheless, there was a reality of a sort, one that men as previ- 
ously friendly to Jews as Churchill accepted as valid. Hitler’s reaction was 
more extreme but had much in common with the reactions of large num- 
bers of established politicians, intellectuals, or academics in the immediate 
postwar period.!° At this very time Lord Milner, British secretary of state for 
war, circulated a letter calling for intervention in Russia, which contained 
the following: 


We must not lose sight of the fact that this movement [Bolshevism] is engineered 
and managed by astute Jews, many of them criminals, and nearly every commissar 
in Russia is a Jew... . Meetings of protest against intervention are composed of 
alien Jews, .. . and in constituencies where there is a large Jewish vote, it has invari- 
ably gone to the extreme Socialist candidate.!!° 
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What was most remarkable about Hitler was not his willingness to make 
sweeping generalizations about Jews but rather the stubbornness, the mono- 
mania, the ferocity with which he pushed from his consciousness all contrary 
evidence: The Jewish spirit, he intoned, “has been there from the beginning, 
and there is no Jew, not a single one, who does not personify it.”!!! Men like 
‘Treitschke and Hobson came to their beliefs about Jews through an intricate 
interplay of perception and preconception; they freely recognized Jewish 
diversity and exceptions to the negative images they forwarded. In Hitler's 
case this interplay is of special interest, for it seems to have been closest to the 
theoretical model that has been repeatedly questioned in previous chapters. 
For him the human diversity of Jews — the Dr. Blochs, the Neumanns, and the 
Guttmanns of his life — seems to have finally exercised no restraining role on 
the emotionally gratifying fantasies about the malevolent Jewish race that he 
began to embrace so energetically and dogmatically in 1919. This sharp and 
enduring disjunction between actual experience and psychological construct 
in Hitler was actually not typical of all anti-Semites, in Germany or elsewhere, 
and his all-too-famous example has encouraged the tendency to overgeneral- 
ize about others. 

Was the nature of Hitler’s hatred such that the murder of all Jews was a logi- 
cal conclusion — the only logical conclusion? An extensive historical literature 
has been devoted to the question of the relationship of ideology and action in 
this instance.!!? On one side, the Intentionalists have argued that the Holo- 
caust was contained in Hitler’s speeches and writings in the immediate post- 
war years; all the zigzags thereafter were nothing more than tactical devices on 
the way to that goal. On the other side, the Functionalists have proposed a 
more complicated dynamic, suggesting that the systematic killing of Jews 
emerged less from dogmatic ideology and long-range planning than unfore- 
seen situations; Hitler’s exact plans for the Jews took shape only gradually, 
emerging out of the dilemmas and opportunities that presented themselves to 
him and to other Nazi leaders. The Functionalists have not denied Hitler’s 
towering rage in regard to Jews, or indeed that of an important part of the 
German population, but they have tried to put the concrete expressions of 
that rage into a more plausible and textured explanatory framework. Unlike 
some academic debates, this one has been mostly fruitful; a consensus, one 
that borrows from both positions, appears to be emerging. But to understand 
the nature of that consensus one must first explore the evolution of the Nazi 
Party in the 1920s and early 1930s. 
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At approximately the same time that Hitler discovered he could “speak,” 
he also began to make contact with right-wing political activists, first with a 
small band that called itself the German Workers Party in 1919. He rapidly 
rose to prominence in it, or in the renamed National Socialist German Work- 
ers Party (Nazionalsocialistische Deutsche Arbeiterpartet, NSDAP). Much of the 
anti-Semitic propaganda that he had imbibed in Vienna was now brought into 
sharper focus. He found not only intellectual stimulation but also emotional 
sustenance in a curious figure, Dietrich Eckart, a man to whom he dedicated 
the second volume of Mem Kampf. Hitler later suggestively described Eckart as 
his “fatherly friend.” Even in his last years, Hitler repeatedly referred to this 
friend in reverential terms; whenever the Fuhrer spoke of Eckart, tears came 
to his eyes, according to his secretary.!!8 

Given a man as emotionally isolated as Hitler was by 1919, this evidence 
deserves careful attention. There were very few men with whom he shared 
such closeness, and Eckart’s intellectual influence may have been all the 
greater because of it. This father-substitute’s death in December 1923 made 
him a more convenient figure for Hitler to venerate than other theorists with 
whom he had to deal in the flesh. Eckart was a typical Bohemian crank and a 
second-rate poet; what it was about his personality that so attracted Hitler is 
anything but clear, but it does seem that Eckart nourished both Hitler’s anti- 
Semitism and his anticapitalism, one that distinguished between creative and 
destructive capital, the first being Aryan and the second Jewish. 

Tracing such intellectual influences is risky, however, since Hitler mixed 
with many other right-wing thinkers and activists at this time. It is curious that 
Eckart’s anti-Semitism was not crudely biological, as Nazi doctrine came to be. 
His attacks on Jews were primarily spiritual or “religious,” in that he deni- 
grated Jews as materialists, people who did not believe in an afterlife. Since 
they recognized no souls in themselves, they sought to deny the spirituality of 
others. More broadly, he believed in a Manichaean struggle within all individu- 
als and nations; the materialistic, Jewish element had to be overcome but 
could never be entirely eliminated. Indeed, Eckart believed that some element 
of “Jewishness” was necessary for a nation to survive, and he did not agree with 
the more biologically inclined Alfred Rosenberg that Jews should be driven 
from German life entirely. He also asserted that Jews who converted to Chris- 
tianity should be respected.'4 

These ideas were much like those of such prewar thinkers as Lagarde, 
Langbehn, and Mommsen -— indeed, are not “Nazi” in the sense normally 
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understood. Most of Hitler’s own statements about Jews at this time actually 
seem Closer to Rosenberg than Eckart, and it is again intriguing that Hitler so 
revered Eckart but mocked Rosenberg as simpleminded. Alongside Hitler’s 
lasting veneration of Mussolini, who explicitly rejected biological racism and 
anti-Semitism, this veneration of Eckart fits awkwardly in any effort to trace the 
intellectual origins of Hitler’s uncompromising hatred of Jews. 

The nature of Hitler’s emotional life in these years is also difficult to deci- 
pher. Without venturing into the swampland of psychohistory, a reasonably 
plausible picture, one that offers insight into his actions once he gained 
power, can be constructed. The evidence that the death of his mother was 
traumatic for young Hitler rings true because there was no one else to whom 
he could show — or at least did show — whatever warmth or tenderness was in 
him. She was herself aware of that: On her deathbed she pulled Kubizek to 
her side and whispered: “Gustl, go on being a good friend to my son when I 
am no longer here. He has no one else.” After her death, Kubizek com- 
mented, “Not only had he now lost both his parents, but with his mother he 
had lost the only creature on earth on whom he had concentrated his love, 
and who loved him in return.”"'5 

Tender emotions in such a man as Hitler? These are uncomfortable, some 
would say repellent and dangerous, notions. Few figures in history deserve 
demonization more than Hitler, but if the goal is genuinely to understand one 
must put aside the familiar one-dimensional portraits. They betray in their 
dogmatism something psychologically related to Hitler’s own coarse certain- 
ties — he did not want to hear opposing evidence. Even the most negative con- 
ception of Hitler must entertain the proposition that he had “human” qualli- 
ties and was not simply and in all regards an unfeeling brute from the 
moment of his birth. 

It makes sense, in other words, to conceptualize his brutal adult personality 
as the result of a process. Even after the death of his mother, after the years of 
humiliation and growing psychological isolation in Vienna, after the searing 
experiences of the front, after the disillusionment of the failed Putsch in 
1923, when he was near suicide, Hitler was still to some degree capable of ten- 
der emotions. When his niece, Geli Raubal, killed herself in 1931 for reasons 
that still remain unclear — probably because of a spat with Hitler or jealousy 
over another woman -— Hitler was again close to utter despair. She was the 
“love of his life.” He reflected: 


It is true that I have overcome the urge to physically possess a woman. But the 
value placed on the loving hand of a female being who was close to my heart, and 
how much the constant solicitude she shed on me meant to me — that [am learn- 
ing only now. . . . [Geli’s] cheerful laughter always gave me deep pleasure, her 
harmless chatter filled me with joy. Even when she sat quietly by my side working a 
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crossword puzzic, I was enveloped in a fecling of well-being that has now given way 
to a chilly sense of loneliness. . . . Now everything has been taken from me. Now I 
am altogether free, inwardly and outwardly. 


A few years earlier he had exclaimed, 


How very much I too would love to have a family, children - children! Oh, God, 
you know how much I love children. . .. What can be more beauuful than the 
beaming eyes of a child who has been made happy by some insignificant little gift, 
a seashell, a block of wood, a pebble! And how happy parents become through 
such happiness!!!6 


It would be easy enough to pass these remarks off as cynical play-acting, 
since Hitler was so adept at that. Yet the evidence of his affection for Geli, or 
the delight he took in the children of his lieutenants, spontaneously playing 
hours on end with them, is abundant.!!” There is also ample evidence of his 
further emotional distancing from others after 1931, of his “inward and out- 
ward freedom.” Astonishingly — and chillingly — he requested to be present at 
Geli’s autopsy, observing the surgeon’s tools np into the flesh of the love of his 
life. His “freedom,” his distancing from normal human feelings, continued to 
grow. 

In the notorious “Night of the Long Knives” in the summer of 1934, Hitler 
felt it necessary to approve a bloody purge, the execution of some of his oldest 
and closest comrades-in-arms, further enhancing his sense of being chosen for 
superhuman tasks, ones that did not permit normal human feelings. The 
strain, nevertheless, was obvious: He aged so rapidly in the eight years between 
Geli’s death and the outbreak of World War II that many close to him sus- 
pected he was suffering from syphilis or some other degenerative disease 
(which indeed may have also been the case; his symptoms were much those of 
Parkinson’s Disease).!!® He was plagued by an array of health problems, and 
he began to resort to drugs and dubious medications in a way that almost cer- 
tainly made things worse. He brooded increasingly over what he believed was 
his impending death and spoke of his mission - to do things that only he 
could do, in the short time left him. 

The temptation to portray Hitler as without normal human emotons is par- 
alleled by another: to deny that he was moved by idealism or altruism or to 
assert that it was only the search for power that explains his actions. Again, 
there is ample evidence that in his strange way Hitler was both altruistic and 
idealistic, with the obvious qualifier that what one person considers lofty ideals 
will be considered monstrous by another. Hitler was, like many revolutionaries 
- Trotsky is an obvious example - more attached to “the people” in the 
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abstract than in any concrete way, but he does seem to have felt indignation 
over their sufferings, an indignation that he was able to convey with great 
effectiveness to the crowds that flocked to his speeches. 

A related question is how Hitler and his movement became more than a 
band of fringe rabble-rousers, for there were scores of right-wing, revanchist, 
ultranationalistic, and anti-Semitic groups in Germany at the end of the war. 
In attempting to explain Hitler’s rise, the Marxist interpretation was for many 
years pressed with even greater energy than in the case of Mussolini’s rise — 
but even less persuasively. The German economy, or “capitalism,” was “in cri- 
sis,” but scholars have increasingly revealed as inadequate the notion that 
Hitler and his NSDAP were tools of the capitalists or that the capitalists were 
especially attracted to anti-Semitism as a device to rally the masses against the 
threat from the left.!!9 

Some owners of industry did come to see Hitler and his party as preferable 
to the parties of the Weimar coalition. A smaller number of capitalists 
embraced radical racist ideas, but most preferred other parties of the right 
and right—center, judging them more reliable in protecting property and prof- 
its.!20 Similarly, the leaders of German industry were mostly unsympathetic to 
radical anti-Semitism, whether in 1919 or 1939.'2! In his “table talk” Hitler 
repeatedly expressed contempt for the “sniveling” of German businessmen. 
Some of them had expressed concern over the harshness of Nazi policies 
toward the Jews; those “same Jews,” he declared, had stabbed Germany in the 
back, and “our softhearted bourgeoisie now sheds tears when we ship them off 
somewhere to the east!”!?2 

After 1929, larger numbers of industrialists took an interest in Hitler and his 
even more rapidly growing party, but so did many other elements of the estab- 
lished powers in Germany; all misjudged the nature and power of Nazism. 
Ironically, some business leaders dicl assume a stance that conformed to Marx- 
ist theory in believing that they could manipulate the Nazis, but they were as 
mistaken as those who believed that the capitalists d7d manipulate the Nazis. 
The responsibility of the capitalists for making Hitler’s success possible must be 
evaluated in light of the much more extensive funds channeled by business- 
men into the parties of the right and nght-center, without making those par- 
ties successful. Money was no doubt important, but it was not all-powerful. 

To observe that Hitler was not a tool of the capitalists is not the same as to sug- 
gest that he did try to attract them. It is necessary, at any rate, to distinguish 
different stages of Nazi development; the ragtag anticapitalist party of 1919-1920 
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had been transformed by the late 1920s. The difference was not in actual pro- 
gram but in the more moderate tenoyY of Hitler’s speeches and other public 
announcements. The extent to which industrialists and bankers eventually began 
to look with interest at the NSDAP was influenced by the extent to which Hitler 
toned down his radical rhetoric. 

And that is a crucial point: After 1925 Hitler succeeded in persuading grow- 
ing numbers of Germans that he was a statesman, standing above the quarrels 
of his lieutenants, even that he was committed to peace and reconciliation 
between classes and nations. The process developed in intricate ways even after 
Hitler took power in early 1933. Many ordinary Germans refused to believe 
that the excesses of his followers reflected Hitler’s own intentions; “if the 
Fuhrer only knew!” was heard in many areas. Actually, Hitler, like Mussolini, 
stood over a party that continued to be rife with factionalism; his lieutenants 
had their own, often conflicting agendas. His control of the NSDAP was by no 
means so total or even autocratic as was often believed. Hans Mommsen has 
provocatively described Hitler as a “weak dictator,” who characteristically hesi- 
tated and procrastinated endlessly, fearing any action that might diminish his 
personal popularity or alienate one of the party’s factions.'!* 

Perhaps even more than was the case with the Italian Fascist Party, the 
NSDAP embraced factions with strikingly different programs, reflecting differ- 
ent regions of the country, social classes, and religions. In Bavaria, where there 
was a Catholic, monarchist, and peasant majority, Nazism looked different 
than it did in large cities like Berlin or highly industrialized areas like the 
Ruhr. The Bavarians were more inclined to antimodernism, crude racism, and 
categorical antisocialism, whereas in Berlin and the Ruhr the more progres- 
sive and generally more intellectual Nazi recruiters borrowed much of the 
Marxist rhetoric of the Communist and Social Democratic parties. The gang- 
sterish faction of the Italian Fascists had a rough equivalent in the Brown- 
shirts. Its leaders were social revolutionaries in a different sense than was the 
progressive wing of the party. Rather than trying to recruit workers away from 
the Marxists, Brownshirt leaders drew more characteristically from former mil- 
itary men, the lower-middle class, and the urban riffraff. For them “revolution” 
was less theoretical and more like simple plunder. It meant taking the wealth 
from those who had it, especially Jews, or taking over the jobs of the older 
elites. The Brownshirt leader Ernst Rohm was a notorious homosexual who 
used his party connections to scour the countryside in search of handsome 
young men of similar tastes. He and those around him had a withering con- 
tempt for bourgeois respectability and barely more positive feelings about 
other members of the NSDAP, especially the respectable citizens, military offi- 
cers, university professors, and white-collar workers who joined the party as it 
became more successful. A further element of the Nazi movement, small at 
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first but growing until it came to challenge all centers of power in Germany, 
was the elitist SS (Schutzstaffel), led by Heinrich Himmler, one of the more 
fanatically racist of Nazi leaders. 

Hitler’s “weakness” as dictator derived from more than a concern not to tar- 
nish his popular image. Even more than Mussolini, he skillfully manipulated 
the factions of his party. He characteristically gave his heutenants antbiguous, 
even contradictory encouragement and then waited to see how they managed. 
He would wait until a situation had festered, or until his lieutenants implored 
him to intervene, before coming down on one side or another. Hitler had 
been repeatedly informed of ROhm’s homosexual activities, for example, and 
of how those activities were damaging the reputation of the Nazi movement. 
But he long hesitated to take action. In early 1931 he told Otto Wagener, one 
of those who had complained to him about Rohm and who was at this point 
being dismissed as Brownshirt chief of staff, “The [appropriate] situation will 
have to arise [for my intervention]... . If I do it, I will be expected to proceed 
against Rohm and expel him. Surely your first advice is better: to do nothing. 
In politics, that is generally a medicine that is always effective.”!*4 

As was the case with Mussolini and Lenin, Hitler’s genius, his claim to great- 
ness as a politician, had much to do with his ability to keep these various fac- 
tions within a single party, all loyal to him. His lieutenants thoroughly detested 
one another and were constantly scheming to enhance their power relative to 
that of others in the party. Hitler’s genius also extended to his ability to sway 
the great mass of the population that did not actually join his party, or any 
party. It was, indeed, his uncanny ability to rally those masses that persuaded 
some of his more independent-minded lieutenants that he was the longed-for 
Leader. 

But the meaning of Hitler's victory in January 1933 is not quite so simple as 
sometimes asserted. His assumption of power in Germany certainly can be 
conceptualized as symbolic of a culminating failure of the experiment in Gen- 
tile-Jewish relations that was launched in the nineteenth century, and of 
course, has been accepted as such in the dates and conceptualization of this 
book. But beyond the symbolism are some rarely appreciated enigmas, to be 
pursued in the final chapter. 


24 Wagener, Hitler, 106. 


Epilogue and 


Conclusions 


Seen as a whole, Hitler was not petty bourgeois at all, 
nor was he Catholic, or even German. His most 
essential characteristics ... were... unique, shaped 
by his own .. . talents, by certain fateful events of his 
life .. . and by certain strokes of good fortune .. . for 
no matter how gifted and ruthless he was, he might 
well have been stopped, and more than once he 
almost was.! 


It was the experience of power which finally turned 
Hitler into an irreconcilable fanatic. It took me most 
of 1933 to realize that the demon had entered into 
him. Even then many of us did not believe that the 
point of no return had been reached. We thought 
the impetus of the movement could be braked, the 
direction altered, even reversed.2 


It is impossible to believe there could be a god, given 
such evil. And such evil had a human face — he 
[Adolf Eichmann] was not a devil but a human 
being.* 


Epilogue: Nazi Germany, 1933-1945 


German history and German forms of anti-Semitism have played a para- 
mount, often defining role in these pages; evaluating the extent to which our 
post-Holocaust awareness has distorted perceptions of anti-Semitism has been 
central. Similarly, it has been repeatedly asked if German history, and Euro- 
pean history more generally, can be properly viewed as moving inexorably, 
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owing to essential or genetic flaws, toward mass murder. This Epilogue tries to 
offer only an interpretive overview of the Third Reich, but certain aspects of 
Nazi rule need to be underlined, since they connect in highly revealing ways 
with the long-range history of anti-Semitism, both in Germany and elsewhere. 

I have tried to illustrate how many observers ascribe to anti-Semitism more 
centrality, more historical influence, a wider acceptance by the general popu- 
lation than the evidence for such a view will support. Simply put, a tradition of 
hatred for Jews in the German case, although obviously part of the story, is 
inadequate to explain the brutalities of the concentration camps and the hor- 
ror of mechanized mass murder; many other aspects of German history and 
the nature of the Third Reich need to be examined, as indeed must aspects of 
human nature. A tradition of obedience to political authority, for example, 
was crucial — a tradition that paradoxically in the past had been mostly favor- 
able to Jews. German thoroughness and efficiency, similarly, had been mostly 
admired by Jews, especially as those qualities applied to the operations of the 
Prussian state and bureaucracy. These and other previously admired German 
traits became horrifying when put in the service of Hitler’s monstrous per- 
sonal manias, but it is highly problematic to describe them as inherently 
rather than potentially evil, or as part of a uniquely poisoned German tradi- 
tion. Even the failures of Germany’s liberals are not quite so patent as many 
believe; German liberalism, if history had turned in different directions, might 
well have been seen as no less valid than the versions in France and the 
Anglo-Saxon democracies. Germany’s defeat in World War I, with the ensuing 
catastrophes — revolution, inflation, depression — further discredited and crip- 
pled liberalism in Germany, but all of these developments are, again, not 
directly related to a tradition of anti-Semitism in Germany, however much they 
eventually played a role in the Jewish catastrophe. 

In studying German history, I have been more impressed with the indeter- 
minacy of events than with the power of an anti-Semitic tradition or “Ger- 
manic ideology” to shape or determine them. Similarly, it seems to me that the 
evidence for a planned murder of all Jews before the eve of World War II is 
unpersuasive, particularly given the pervasive chaos of Nazi decision making. 
Some of those who argue that such a plan existed seem more motivated by 
indignation than evidence — by a desire to make the charge of premeditated, 
first-degree murder stick, as it were. It is important to look carefully at some of 
the crucial stages of the history of the Third Reich in order to appreciate how, 
even after Hitler became chancellor, many different paths remained open. 

As I noted in the Preface, there is a style of writing about the Holocaust and 
the anti-Semitism that preceded it, especially in older or popular works, such as 
Dawidowicz’s, but forcefully revived in Goldhagen’s and also present in 
Gilbert’s, that anyone exploring the literature can hardly miss: angry, declama- 
tory, dwelling upon outraged descriptions of anti-Semitic hatred while avoiding 
analysis or explanation of it, leaving it as mysterious and unrelated to Jewish 
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action. Moreover, that writing tends toward what has been termed “foreshadow- 
ing” (an assertion that future events, in particular the implications of pre-Nazi 
anti-Semitism, were or should have been obvious to contemporaries).4 Simi- 
larly, some Jewish leaders have expressed fears about the “desacralization of 
unspeakable suffering” that a scholarly study of the Holocaust, or any study by 
those who had not themselves directly experienced its horrors, might entail. 
Others have suggested definite “limits of representation,”> the inadequacy of 
the normal tools of understanding and communication when applied to the 
Nazis’ mass murder of Jews. Against such positions, a number of scholars have 
warned of the subtle, often unappreciated dangers of claiming “Jewish propri- 
etorship.”® Among those dangers is to repel or at least puzzle non-Jewish 
observers and, more seriously, to nourish efforts to deny there was a mass mur- 
der of Jews. 

The Holocaust deniers have no following among serious scholars, and their 
claims to have discovered the truth behind the smoke screen of Jewish propri- 
etorship are transparently bogus to anyone familiar with the field.”? Their 
agenda appears puzzling in some regards, but one goal is transparent enough: 
to discredit and denigrate Jews. A few Jewish leaders facilitate that goal by the 
dogmatic and simplistic tenor of their assertions, by the sometimes heavy- 
handed admonitions that accompany fund-raising efforts, and by the more gen- 
eral tendency to brand as moral lapses rather than intellectual errors any obser- 
vations about Nazism or the Holocaust, or indeed anti-Semitism, with which 
they disagree. Of course, the notion of Jewish suffering as “sacred,” placing it in 
a religious/mystical rather than secular/rationalist arena, implicitly removes it 
from history and normal historical inquiry, again offering an attractive target 
for the enemies of Jews, who can plausibly pose as proponents of telling the 
truth in opposition to Jewish efforts to suppress or somehow mystify it. 

This study is not about the Holocaust, but certain aspects of that tragedy 
necessarily connect to my main concerns, particularly in dealing with histori- 
cal determinants. Although I have often been concerned to counter a too sim- 
ple determinism, I am also persuaded that the Holocaust should not be con- 
ceptualized as accidental, or as a complete aberration from the main themes 
of German history - or indeed just another example of the blood lust that is in 
the human species. Describing the violent Jew-hatred of the Third Reich as a 
product of totalitarianism, rather than the history of German anti-Semitism — 
and especially Hitler’s anti-Semitism — also strikes me as problematic, although 
it, like the argument of “accidental” Nazism, poses some interesting and 
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potentially productive questions. The genuine challenge for the histonan is to 
strike an appropriate balance, one that recognizes the reality of national char- 
acter and intellectual traditions without crudely simplifying them or ascribing 
overly deterministic qualities to them. The flaws of the totalitarian argument, 
too, can be recognized without rejecting it as worthless or morally suspect. 

The role of national character and national traditions may be revealingly 
compared in regard to Nazi Germany and Fascist Italy. There is litle question 
that German and Italian national traditions were starkly different in the years 
under consideration, especially in regard to Jews. It is difficult to imagine a 
turn of events in Italy that would have resulted m a program by Italians to 
murder Jews systematically, as the Nazis did. Even when the Italian Fascist 
regime took up an anti-Semitic agenda, it had little of the inhuman efficiency, 
the disciplined singlemindedness, the revolting and pervasive brutality of the 
German case — and many ordinary Italians, including Fascists, offered covert 
aid to persecuted Jews. Even in Poland or Romania, where anti-Semitism was 
more a central issue of nationalist identity than in Germany, mass murder was 
less likely, if for no other reason than the relatively backward situation in those 
countries, economically, socially, and politically. That backwardness cannot be 
considered a moral virtue, even if it meant a less effective or efficient anti- 
Semitism. Similarly, that the Germans were relatively advanced economically 
was neither a moral virtue or defect, even if the implications of German indus- 
trialization and modernization were far more doleful for the Jews who fell 
under German rule. 

The shadow of the Holocaust and its chilling effect on the way history has 
been written and understood are to be felt in many ways, both obvious and 
subtle. One prominent example is the tendency to believe that a result as mas- 
sive and monstrous as the Final Solution must have had, as a cause, a hatred 
just as monstrous and massive. That cause is then “found” in German history, 
German national character, and German intellectual traditions. One may cer- 
tainly find a monstrous hatred in certain elements of the German population, 
and most pertinently in Hitler himself, but that does not justify the conclusion 
that all Germans, or even most, harbored a hatred of similarly unbridled 
dimensions. Comparable reasoning may be encountered in those who, search- 
ing for an explanation of any number of what are considered contemporary 
calamities (sexist, racist, homophobic, or ecological), find appropriately mas- 
sive causes in the Judeo—Christian tradition of western civilization. 

The issue is not whether relevant causes can be found but whether the inves- 
tigator is blind to all but what he or she sets out to “discover” — which, again, 
appears to be an all-too-obvious aspect of Goldhagen’s work. Such single- 
minded evaluations, like those of a criminal prosecutor, often do, to be sure, 
turn up provocative information, and the debate around them has sometimes 
changed the nature of historical understanding, but nonetheless the large 
dangers of such singlemindedness remain. Drumont did expose some Jewish 
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scoundrels, but that does not legitimate the rest of what he did. That he was 
initially applauded by some decent men, Jean Jaurés, for example, suggests 
further how muddied the issue can become (as does, indeed, the evidence 
that Jaurés, however decent, still harbored prejudices and preconceptions 
about Jews). 

Much of the scholarly debate about understanding the Holocaust has 
become too fine-spun to allow even a summary here. The arcane nature of 
that debate, sometimes burdened by academic jargon, also feeds the 
pseudopopulist claims of the Holocaust deniers.8 My main concern in this 
book, at any rate, is not with the Nazi period but with the sixty or so years 
before 1933 and with how instincts similar to those influencing interpreta- 
tions of Nazism have played a role in the way that modern anti-Semitism is 
approached: It can only be “described, not understood” (Rosten); non-Jews 
somehow lack the credentials to appreciate the suffering it has caused; if you 
haven't experienced it, you cannot understand it.9 For some of those who rea- 
son in this way, it 1s not only morally abhorrent to attempt to enter the mental 
and emotional worlds of leading Nazis but equally so to invite readers to try to 
understand the minds and spirits of such men as Treitschke, Vogelsang, or 
Lueger, who did not call for violence against Jews, or even demand that their 
civil liberties be curtailed. 

Lucy Dawidowicz has written that sympathetic understanding is necessary in 
order to write “genuine” Jewish history. Non-Jews — as well as “self-hating” Jews 
(her main target) — lack the required emotional closeness, the mystical “love of 
Israel” (ahavat yisrael). Yet, in her approach to German history, the need for 
this kind of intellectual preparation is implicitly denied or turned upside down: 
In order to write “genuine” German history, she seems to think, hatred and 
resentment rather than sympathy or love constitute the appropriate state of 
mind. She makes precious little effort to understand the motivations of nine- 
teenth-century nationalistic Germans; they are simply contempuble “other peo- 
ple.” To ask the question, “Might I or those with whom I identfy have been 
capable of similar thoughts and actions?” ts, again, implicitly relegated to a 
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morally suspect status. Similarly, Sachar’s treatment of the Romanians is little 
more than a screed, without the slightest effort at balance. These are two 
extreme but by no means isolated examples, and the remarkable reception of 
Goldhagen’s even more unbalanced history suggests that the problem is not 
simply something of the past. 

Insofar as the purported uniqueness of the Nazi period or the Holocaust 
comes down to this kind of reasoning - and it is often difficult to make out 
what is actually meant by the term “uniqueness” — I cannot accept it as a valid 
or useful distinction, for I do not find the Germans uniquely contemptible, 
however appalling large numbers of them were. It has been a key assertion of 
these pages that although no historian can be free of love or hatred, a deter- 
mined effort to understand and confront the opposing tugs of those two pas- 
sions must be made, for one of them alone typically does not lead to “genuine 
history” but to skewed, tendentious versions of it, conducive to self-righteous- 
ness and new cycles of misunderstanding and hatred. 

The Germans and the Nazis were human beings, and the history they made 
can be understood by human beings just as other human history is under- 
stood. For all the labyrinthine complications introduced into the discussions 
of understanding the Holocaust, that simple axiom remains the one to which I 
return. “Sympathy,” although a tricky concept, should not be categorically 
withheld from any human group, even if it is exploited for repellent purposes. 
It is no doubt painful to face the imphications of accepting Hitler or Eichmann 
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as “human,” in some sense “like us.” Sorrow or revulsion at being part of a 
flawed humanity is not an unfamiliar reaction in studying other appalling 
chapters of human history - the African slave trade, the treatment of Native 
Americans, the slaughter in the trenches of the First World War, the Soviet 
Gulag. All of these were in their own way unique, and all have mysterious, 
haunting aspects to them, especially for those who identify them as happening 
to their ancestors. Some Jewish leaders worry that to recognize these other 
chapters trivializes the Holocaust, draining it of its peculiar horror. That is, 
again, a point of view that is to some extent understandable but, I believe, pro- 
foundly mistaken. 


The familiar, analytically impoverished narratives of events between 1933 and 
1945 to be found in countless history bestsellers, general texts, newsreels, and 
television specials typically carry with them a heavy cargo of unexamined 
assumptions, judgments, and messages. Many important things are lost in the 
process, prominent among them a sense of the indeterminacy of events as 
experienced at the time, the uncertainties of the actors, the paths not taken. 
Again, it is more often a matter of style or packaging than factual errors or 
misrepresentations. In such accounts, for example, the Machtergreifung, the 
Nazi “seizure of power” in early 1933 is narrated with drama and power: 
Reichstag fire, Hitlerian oratory, hysterical crowds, torchlight rallies, storm 


EPILOGUE AND CONCLUSIONS 511 


trooper violence against Jews. As popular entertainment it is hard to find 
recent history that is more fascinatingly horrific. But a number of inaccurate 
messages are purveyed, among them that the Nazis were diabolically clever 
and awesomely disciplined under Hitler’s charismatic and Machiavellian lead- 
ership and that the German population was in its great majority swept away by 
Nazi propaganda. 

This kind of popular entertainment ironically accepts important elements of 
the image that Goebbels’s Propaganda Ministry itself sought to purvey. Scholars 
have increasingly come to understand how little the Machtergreifung was a 
“seizure” of power. It was in truth a confused and fumbling affair, in which plain 
luck and initiatives by non-Nazis were absolutely crucial.'!© Machtergreifung was 
a Nazi propaganda term; it served to mask a number of important details that 
detracted from the image that the Nazis sought to present of Hitler and the 
NSDAP. As one of the most able of the historians of Nazism, lan Kershaw has 
observed: “In bringing Hitler to power, chance events and conservative miscal- 
culation played a larger role than any actions of the Nazi leader himself.”!! 

The large role of chance in the developments of late 1932 and early 1933 
makes it difficult to consider them an inevitable, or even a highly likely result 
of the flow of German history. One can easily imagine any number of choices 
by leading protagonists that would have resulted in a different set of develop- 
ments. Even the notion that Hitler’s charismatic leadership, especially his will 
to power, was the decisive factor is difficult to accept without important qualifi- 
cations, since time after time in late 1932 and early 1933 crucial develop- 
ments did not reflect his initiative but that of others. Even what many have 
considered Hitler’s inspired opportunism often came not from him but from 
others, frequently non-Nazis. As we have seen, from early manhood on Hitler 
was personally lazy and intellectually undisciplined, unwilling to deal with the 
often tedious details that had to be considered in order to translate his extrav- 
agant and irresponsible rhetoric into practical policies. He usually left the 
working out of such details to subordinates. 

Hitler’s proclaimed path to power after the failure of the Putsch in 1923 
was by popular mandate at the polls. His success in that regard was at first not 
impressive. By the May 1928 Reichstag elections the NSDAP had won only 2.6 
percent of the vote, although party membership had grown from 27,000 to 
108,000 between 1925 and 1928.!* It was only after the Depression hit that 
the NSDAP’s popular vote skyrocketed. By July 1932, with 230 seats in the 
Reichstag, the party became Germany’s largest. The meaning of that rapid 
growth is, however, uncertain. Undoubtedly many Germans were in a mood to 
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try radical solutions; they were frightened and indignant. Millions of them 
blamed the Weimar Republic, the frve-market economy, and other liberal 
institutions. But whether these many Germans, in casting a vote for the 
NSDAP, actually embraced — even understood — Nazism is doubtful. And can 
we confidently conclude that anti-Semitic feelings, the alleged basis of Nazi 
popularity, suddenly jumped from around g percent to around 40 percent 
within a year or two? 

What it meant to be a Nazi, even for the well informed, remained uncer- 
tain. The party’s many factions, the contradictory promises made by its lead- 
ers, the sloganeering, and the extremely rapid growth resulted in an NSDAP 
by 1933 that presented substantially different faces to different people. Partly 
for such reasons, votes for the NSDAP and membership in it were volatile; 
people joined the party and then left it or voted for it and then for another 
party in ways that hardly spoke of firm commitment. Indeed, even after Hitler 
became chancellor, hundreds of thousands left the Nazi Party, as hundreds of 
thousands were simultaneously joining it.!8 It is instructive that the votes for 
the Nazis stumped in November 1932, from 37 percent of the total to 33 per- 
cent, causing many to believe that the beginning of the end for Hitler and his 
party had been reached. It seemed that the rapid growth was little more than a 
flash in the pan — the most that could be accomplished by crude demagogy in 
troubled times — but now the contradictory promises were coming back to 
haunt the Nazis. 

It is further instructive that Hitler and his lieutenants were themselves 
deeply alarmed by the drop in votes. They did not believe in their inevitable 
victory. The party’s coffers were empty, after a series of all-out electoral cam- 
paigns. Morale was low in the party rank-and-file, and party officials were 
exhausted, while the party’s factionalism was growing worse, threatening to 
destroy it. (The parallels with Russia are both striking and instructive: Trotsky 
and Lenin, too, argued that the opportunities of the autumn of 1917 were 
unique; unless the Bolshevik Party — also wracked by factionalism and enjoying 
a highly volatile support by a minority of the population that only dimly 
understood the Bolshevik program — seized the reins of power in early Novem- 
ber, proletarian revolution might never succeed in Russia. The logic of Russ- 
ian history, too, can hardly be seen as moving inexorably toward a Bolshevik 
seizure of power.) 

Large elements of the German population, most notably the Catholics and 
the organized working class, the main supporters of the Catholic Center Party 
and the SPD, remained resistant to Nazi propaganda. Close to two-thirds of 
the German electorate had voted for non-Nazi parties through November 
1932. Even the March 1, 1933, elections, which cannot be described as free, 
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gave the Nazis less than a majority (43.9 percent), although with the 8 percent 
of the vote won by the right-wing Nationalists, Hitler could count on a bare 
majority supporting him in the Reichstag. Once the KPD, representing 12 per- 
cent of the vote, was outlawed, his majority became more comfortable. 

It is reasonable to conclude that a majority of German voters had lost what- 
ever commitment to liberal democracy they may have once had and were in 
an ugly mood, since the large vote for the Communists, even if anti-Nazi, was 
no less intensely anti-Weimar. The non-Nazi votes on the right, too, often 
reflected authoritarian sentiments as well as anti-Semitism and xenophobic 
nationalism. Even among voters for the Center Party there was undoubtedly 
much anti-Semitism and xenophobia. Many new voters (young, first-time vot- 
ers and previous nonvoters) voted Nazi, and so did those who were expressing 
an inchoate sense of frustration and protest rather than clear identification 
with any party program. At any rate, the Nazis never gained a clear majority in 
free elections; the support they did win was soft, and many of the ballots cast 
for the NSDAP represented panicked conservatism rather than an informed 
preference for Nazism. Again, Hitler and his advisers were perfectly aware of 
this large body of essentially uncommitted voters, and his caution in the early 
years of his rule must be understood in terms of his all-consuming preoccupa- 
tion with retaining and enhancing his popularity, a preoccupation that in 
many regards lasted until the outbreak of World War II and even beyond. 

The nature of Hitler’s accession to power is frequently misunderstood. He 
was never “elected” chancellor, as is often stated, if only because chancellors 
were not elected under the Weimar constitution. He, hke chancellors before 
him, was appointed to the post by President Hindenburg, who until January 
1933 had refused to believe that “corporal” Hitler was competent to fill such a 
high position. But Hindenburg, 86 years old in 1933 and increasingly feeble, 
finally agreed with those advisers who argued that in coalition with conserva- 
tives, Hitler and his party could be controlled, since the Nazis had no experi- 
ence in the exercise of governmental power. Most of all, the NSDAP seemed to 
those conservatives a bulwark against the Communists, whose ranks had also 
grown rapidly, to the point that the KPD enjoyed approximately as much popu- 
lar support as the Bolshevik Party had in Russia in the late summer of 1917. 

That the Bolsheviks had come to power with a distinct minority of the pop- 
ulation behind them, and then had ruthlessly used that power to establish a 
terrorist dictatorship, haunted many in Germany as elsewhere. This Bolshevik 
model undoubtedly played an important role in German politics in this time 
of extreme crisis. Comparisons between 1917 and 1938 are further revealing 
in that fundamental misperceptions were widespread concerning what either 
Bolshevik or Nazi rule might entail. In 1917 the slogan “All power to the sovi- 
ets!” was by no means understood to mean all power to the Bolshevik Party. 
Similarly, many Germans had little sense of what Hitler’s Nazi/conservative 
cabinet would produce. Both Bolsheviks and Nazis benefited from the division 
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and floundering of more democratic forces. Both also benefited from a sense 
that as rapidly growing outsider parties they ought to be given a chance, since 
the mainline parties seemed unable to rule. 

Those in Russia or in Germany who reasoned that things could not be 
worse learned soon enough that things could be much worse, but only after the 
Bolsheviks and Nazis had fashioned one-party dictatorships that rendered 
opposition dangerous if not suicidal. Whether or not one accepts the theoreti- 
cal trappings associated with the concept of totalitarianism, Nazi rule may be 
seen as departing in substantial ways not only from liberal democracy but also 
from the Prussian-dominated Reich of 1871 to 1919. Again, one does not 
have to accept the apologetically inspired notion that Nazism was a total aber- 
ration from German history, a mysterious madness, to agree that in 1933 a 
genie had been in some sense been released. Options for opponents of 
Nazism narrowed rapidly. For those in the Nazi movement many restraints, 
especially moral restraints, fell away, whereas ambitions and appetites, often of 
the crudest sort, were awakened. A peculiar kind of anarchy began to spread 
in Germany, what Hans Mommsen has termed “a chain-reaction of anti- 
humanitarian impulses.”!*+ 

This anarchic situation needs to be kept in mind in considering one aspect 
of Arendt’s theorizing that seems puzzling if not absurd when initially encoun- 
tered: The mass murder of Jews under Nazi auspices, she argued, emerged out 
of the logic of the totalitarian system, its insatiable appetite for mass death and 
terror, not the power of anti-Semitic ideology.'5 The murder under Soviet rule 
of millions of Russians was an expression of the Russian form of that system 
and not really of Russian history or what might be termed a Russian parallel to 
anti-Semitism, class hatred. In countries where there was more popular anti- 
Semitism than in Germany, the existing regimes oppressed the Jews but did 
not organize mass murder. That occurred only when those countries were 
taken over by Nazi totalitarianism. 

However retrospectively revealing the parallels between Germany and Rus- 
sia, for most people in the 1930s the differences between the situations in the 
two countries seemed more important than the similarities. The Bolsheviks 
broke promises and violated legality at every turn, rapidly losing much of their 
initial even then limited support. They held on to power through terror. 
Between 1917 and 1921 tens of thousands died in Russia as a direct result of 
measures taken by the Cheka, while hundreds of thousands, finally millions, 
perished in less direct ways (imprisonment, starvation, homelessness, or dis- 
ease in battles between Red and White armies). In contrast, Hitler came to 
power in a legal manner and operated in ways that gave an appearance of 
respecting constitutional restraints. He and his lieutenants could plausibly 
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boast, by the end of 1933, that the Nazi revolution was actually a humane one; 
it had cost the lives of fewer people than any revolution in history, several hun- 
dred at most — whereas the Bolshevik Party and the Cheka, in the hands of 
fanatical Jews, had heartlessly murdered millions. 

Bloodshed in Germany remained relatively minor until the eve of World 
War II, whereas repeated waves of mass murder rolled over Soviet Russia. In 
1917 Lenin came to power in a poor, illiterate, industrially backward country 
devastated by war and revolution; the first years of Bolshevik rule seemed only 
to worsen Russia’s backwardness, poverty, and economic isolation. In con- 
trast, Hitler became the leader of a country that although weakened by 
depression enjoyed one of the highest rates of literacy in the world and was 
one of the richest and most industrially advanced. Under Nazi rule Ger- 
many’s economy revived. The Bolsheviks destroyed the existing Russian state, 
murdered the tsar and his family, and killed or forced into exile thousands of 
the members of the old ruling elites. By 1921 Russia’s social structures were 
profoundly transformed as compared with 1914, its economy in utter sham- 
bles, its people homeless and starving. The Nazis, on the other hand, were 
invited by the older elites to share governmental responsibility. There was 
thereafter no dramatic showdown between those elites and the Nazis. The 
Nazi Gleichschaltung (“bringing into line,” roughly equivalent to “revolution”) 
did not alter social and economic relationships in immediate ways. Various 
Nazi organizations gradually infiltrated established German institutions, but 
the changes in social and economic relationships before the war years were 
incomparably less important than in Russia. Although the Nazis assumed a 
number of leading positions in the German state, conservative elites contin- 
ued to predominate in most of the governmental bureaucracies. The upper 
echelons of the military and business, too, remained mostly unchanged. The 
same elites, in other words, that had persisted throughout the Weimar years, 
after the “failed revolution” of 1918-1919, also remained in place through- 
out most of the 1930s. 

Hitler became incomparably more popular than Lenin or any other Bol- 
shevik. It is indeed likely that Hitler enjoyed a broader, more fervent popular- 
ity by the mid-1930s than any politician in the world, since the economies of 
most countries continued to flounder and internal divisions became more 
serious, even in the liberal democracies. Although the hope by German con- 
servatives that the experience of power would expose Hitler as incompetent 
proved unjustified, many believed throughout most of the 1930s that Hitler 
had indeed moved away from his earlier radicalism. Moreover, these conserv- 
ative hopes were not entirely without fulfillment, for, in Mommsen’s words, 
“seldom has any party been so unprepared for political power as was the 
NSDAP on January 1933,"!® and without the continuing cooperation of con- 
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servative cadres in the various agencies of government, a cooperation that 
Hitler cultivated,!? he almost certainly would not have survived as chancellor 
for more than a short time. His assiduous courting of those elites, and his 
failure to replace the overwhelming majority of them with Nazis, was the 
cause of much grumbling and disappointment among the “old fighters” of 
the Nazi movement, who also spoke of a failed revolution, as had the German 
left after 1918. 

This Nazi-conservative cooperation made for a reasonably efficient, day-to- 
day operation of the German government. And because the drift and frustra- 
tions of the Weimar years appeared to be over, Hitler was able to persuade 
growing numbers of his compatriots that he was a politician of genuine 
stature, a stern yet benign leader who was administering the strong medicine 
that Germany needed to restore its internal health and its international posi- 
tion. Many former opponents lapsed into silence; others were not only neu- 
tralized by Hitler’s successes and the wild popularity he came to enjoy but 
themselves began to admire him. Even in other countries, where skepticism 
about Hitler naturally remained stronger, many prominent politicians were 
ready to tolerate him on the basis of his accomplishments, his popularity, and 
his exceedingly effective anticommunism. 

In the months immediately following his appointment as chancellor, Hitler 
succeeded in outlawing all parties but the NSDAP and in winning Reichstag 
support for the Enabling Act, which allowed him to rule by decree for the fol- 
lowing two years. Yet, even with these steps, Hitler’s power remained limited. 
We have seen how Mussolini never succeeded in eliminating the king, the 
church, or elements of the older establishment. Similarly, although Hitler 
gathered power more rapidly and completely than Mussolini had, he still felt 
the need to give the impression that he was respecting the constitution. He 
faced a number of powerful restraining forces, chief among them President 
Hindenburg and the Prussian Junker elite, concentrated in the chiefs of staff 
of the Reichswehr. That elite remained skeptical of Nazism, particularly its 
social radicalism. 

Hitler’s freedom of action was complicated in another, more paradoxical 
way. The anarchy unleashed in early 1933, although undoubtedly a byproduct 
of his actions, allowed for developments that escaped his control or even 
threatened his authority.!8 The most immediately obvious threat was from the 
Brownshirts under Ernst R6hm’s leadership. Hermann Goring’s various min- 
istries also took off in directions not under Hitler’s close control, as did the 
Gauleiters (local Nazi Party bosses). Such developments implicitly went con- 
trary to Hitler’s alliance with the conservative elites. It is clear in retrospect 


7 Hitler “did not always support radicalizing tendencies in the regime.” Ibid., 184. 


1% Cf, Hans Mommsen, “Reflections on the Position of Hitler and Goring in the Third Reich.” in 
Childers and Caplan, Reevaluating the Third Reich, 86-97. 


EPILOGUE AND CONCLUSIONS 517 


that he had reason to repeat the familiar refrain: “I can handle my enemies; 
it’s my friends that worry me.” 

Hitler proved capable of “handling” his friends —- even when it meant mur- 
dering them — while events seemed to play into his hands time and again in 
ways that almost certainly shaped his policies. The Reichstag fire of February 
23, 1933, for example, long thought to have been set by the Nazis in order to 
provide a pretext for repressing the Communists, actually caught Hitler and 
his closest advisers by surprise. Believing that it had been set by the Commu- 
nists as part of a revolutionary counteroffensive, Hitler was at first on the edge 
of panic, but he regained his composure and moved to repress and outlaw the 
German Communist Party. Revealingly, the emergency decrees, establishing 
the legal foundations for that action, were not formulated by Hitler but by an 
equally panicked Nationalist official in the Prussian Ministry of Interior. 

Conservative nationalists were no less motivated by fear of communism 
than were the Nazis and were no less willing to take constitutional shortcuts in 
putting down the Communist menace. Indeed, there was a broad concern at 
this time, something like a popular mandate, to “do something” about the 
rapidly growing KPD, which was believed to be planning its own seizure of 
power. Hitler’s strong-arm tactics, like those of Mussolini in Italy in the early 
1920s, could easily be rationalized as necessary to preserve the country from 
Communist terror and actually save millions of lives 

As Fuhrer of the newly proclaimed Third Reich, Hitler understood that his 
followers expected something more than torch-light rallies and inspiring cere- 
monies. He had to offer them, especially the old fighters, something yet to 
prevent the more radical of them from alienating other parts of the popula- 
tion. These competing agendas were not easily reconciled. Violence against 
the Communists was one thing, attacks on property another, and Hitler under- 
stood that attacks on Jewish property would tarnish his popularity in many 
quarters and cause further economic dislocation. The boycott of Jewish stores, 
forwarded by the party’s radicals, was a complete failure. Most German con- 
sumers continued to frequent the Jewish stores that they had previously 
favored. Hitler also knew that the violent attacks by the Brownshirts offended 
most respectable Germans, much as the criminal element of Blackshirts in 
Italy a decade before finally had come to alarm many middle-class Italians. 
Hitler, like Mussolini, was aware that he had to reassure that class in order to 
remain in power. 

The issue of the “second revolution” became a major headache for Hitler 
by the summer of 1933, but he repeatedly postponed making a decision about 
it. Rohm demanded that Jewish jobs and property be taken over by Nazi old 
fighters, and if Hitler had had a free hand, he might have acceded to those 
demands, but his economic advisers were unanimously against the Brownshirt 
claims. Other Nazi leaders both feared and detested Rohm; they repeatedly 
urged Hitler to repress the Brownshirts. Military leaders were outraged by 
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Rohm’s claims that the Brownshirts should take over the military function of 
the Third Reich. It seemed possible that the Reichswehr would stage a preven- 
tative takeover if Hitler refused to do something about Rohm. But still Hitler 
procrastinated. 

Procrastination in formulating a definite policy in regard to the Jews was 
even more obvious in Hitler’s first year in power. A general planning body had 
been set up in the Nazi Party in 1930, under Gregor Strasser, who complained 
that the NSDAP did not know what it would do if it ever actually gained power. 
Thereafter plans were worked out in some areas, such as agriculture and law, 
but revealingly no planning of any sort was even attempted in regard to the 
Jewish question.'? When Jews were arrested or violently attacked in the first 
months of 1933, it was not usually as Jews but as communists, socialists, or 
other prominent anti-Nazis. There was simply no consistent or clearly articu- 
lated anti-Jewish program. Hitler’s familiar rhetorical flights, his dire warnings 
to the Jews of what they could expect from him, were notable for their rarity in 
the first months of his rule. There were individual anti-Jewish actions by various 
Nazi contingents, ambiguous pronouncements by Hitler and other Nazis, and 
much confusion. Brownshirt leaders bullied Jews on the streets and pushed for 
a boycott of Jewish shops, but the Brownshirts failed to win consistent public 
support from Hitler. As one observer quipped at this time: “[Hitler] rants 
much less. He has stopped breathing fire at the Jews and can make a speech 
nowadays lasting four hours without mentioning the word ‘Jew.’ ”2° 

Was Hitler’s reticence in this regard merely part of an elaborate ruse, as 
the Intentionalhists have argued? Or was he unwilling to make a definite deci- 
sion On a matter that did not yet require it? Intentionalists and Functionalists 
agree that it was to his interest to cultivate a statesmanlike image and to 
enhance his reputation as a moderate on the Jewish issue. But the Functional- 
ists have asked why Hitler should have been programmatically clear and pre- 
cise in regard to the Jews, when in every other aspect of his political activity 
he was inclined to vagueness and opportunism and to putting off decisions 
until they were absolutely necessary. Functionalists point to the ample evi- 
dence that such figures as Himmler and Goring seriously entertained, 
throughout the 1930s and even into the first stages of World War II, a num- 
ber of “solutions to the Jewish problem” that did not entail mass murder: at 
first, internal persecution and forced emigration, then deportation to Mada- 
gascar, and finally resetthement in the East. Presumably, if he had decided on 
mass murder, Hitler would have given some indications before the war of his 
ultimate intentions to men like Himmler or Goéring, which he almost cer- 
tainly did not. 
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Few scholars, of whichever school, have questioned the intensity of Hitler’s 
anti-Semitism. Few have doubted that he intended to harm the Jews in some 
major way — to isolate them, humiliate them, or strip them of influence, prop- 
erty, and position. The more difficult issue remains, however, whether he was 
intent on systematic murder from the beginning or whether his ideas about 
the nature of the harm to be done to the Jews evolved and gained precision as 
his power grew, his physical and mental health deteriorated, and new opportu- 
nities suggested the possibility of measures that had not been considered in 
the preceding years. Again, there is little question that the logic of Hitler’s 
inflamed rhetoric implied some sort of extreme solution, but political rhetoric 
and practical policy are different matters. Few observers, even among Jews, 
took his rhetoric seriously at first, and he himself, as we have seen, occasionally 
made comments that seemed to counter or qualify his rhetorical flights. 

Even the “moderate” solutions that Hitler’s henchmen contemplated were 
cruel, madly utopian, and morally outrageous. But given the spotty nature of 
the evidence, to say nothing of the difficulty of knowing what is going on in 
any person’s mind — let alone one as cluttered as Hitler’s — there will necessar- 
ily remain a degree of honest doubt about his exact role. The Nazi system of 
rule contained an ever-radicalizing dynamism that almost inevitably ensnared 
Jews in it, whatever Hitler’s intentions. They were among the most vulnerable 
of Germany’s citizens; their wealth and position in Germany's economy and 
society awakened the appetites of various competing Nazi agencies. But recog- 
nizing Jewish vulnerability is not the same as agreeing that attacks on them 
were carefully planned and coordinated. 

As noted, the reason that some of the more intransigent Intentionalists 
(e.g., Dawidowicz or Robert Wistrich) insist on the charge of planned geno- 
cide seems to be their aversion to any position that even implicitly softens the 
charge of murder in the first degree. That aversion is understandable, but 
what is easily overlooked is that the Functionalist argument makes a more sub- 
tle and in some ways more credible indictment of Hitler. Moreover, it points to 
the participation of a larger part of the German population than does Inten- 
tionalism. The Functionalist perspective suggests how many elements of Ger- 
man society finally became actively involved in the complex and far-reaching 
efforts necessary to accomplish mass murder. This did not occur simply 
because the overwhelming majority of Germans “were behind their Fuhrer,” 
or because they were only following orders, but for much more intricate and 
plausible reasons. 

There were many practical reasons to hesitate in early 1933 as far as con- 
crete measures against the Jews were concerned, and Hitler was above all a 
sawy politician. To begin with, Jews in Germany and elsewhere were not quite 
so defenseless as some accounts suggest. More important, they did not appear 
so to Hitler and his advisers. Hitler believed in Jewish power and was reticent 
to challenge it head-on. Nazi leaders entertained outlandish fantasies about 
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international Jewry, but they were not misinformed in their belief that public 
opinion in Great Britain, France, and “the United States opposed persecution 
of the Jews in Germany. The issues were not unfamiliar: In the prewar years, it 
was believed that Tsar Nicholas II had lost his “war” against Jacob Schiff and 
“international Jewry” in considerable part because of the international oblo- 
quy earned by Russia’s anti-Jewish policies. That defeat, which of course 
became catastrophic by 1919, was duly noted and much commented upon in 
Germany as elsewhere. 

Hitler was almost certainly even more impressed with what had happened 
to one of his heroes, Henry Ford. In Mein Kampf Hitler had written that in the 
New World “only a single great man,” Henry Ford, had been able to stand up 
against the Jews, “to their fury.”*! In the early 1920s Ford had launched a cam- 
paign against the Jews in his paper, The Dearborn Independent; arucles from it 
were eagerly translated into German by the Nazis. But Ford then apparently 
concluded that the “fury” of the Jews was indeed formidable, for a boycott of 
his products loomed, as well as lawsuits. He finally backed down, offering a 
formal apology to the Jews, even publicly burning some of his anti-Semitic 
works.?? As the American humorist Will Rogers quipped: “Henry Ford used to 
have it in for the Jewish people — until he saw them all in Chevrolets.” 

Ford’s capitulation to the economic power of the Jews, a power that 
appeared especially impressive when it could rally hberal opinion, can hardly 
have been unnoticed by the Nazis, and a showdown with “international Jewry” 
was not something that Hitler or his closest advisors could comfortably enter- 
tain in early 1933. They understood that unifying Germany and getting the 
country back on its feet economically were central to gaining wider support 
from the German people. Similarly, a boycott of Jewish enterprises in Germany 
in 1933 would have been economically disruptive and would have entailed the 
risk of a retaliatory international boycott of German goods at a time when Ger- 
many was concerned to expand its foreign trade and strengthen its foreign 
credits. 

The parallels with Plehve at the time of the Kishinev pogrom are suggestive: 
He tried to reassure various foreign observers because he feared the economic 
implications for Russia if he appeared to condone anti-Jewish rioting. Plehve 
lost his war with the Jews in the most direct sense; he was assassinated by a Jew 
not long after the Kishinev pogrom. The propaganda war surrounding the 
events in Kishiney, and the inclination of both sides to misrepresentation and 
exaggeration, assumed even greater dimensions in the pogroms that followed 
the revolution of 1905. 

After World War I, the temptation of some Jews to exaggerate, or even make 
up atrocity stories, later exposed as false, had inured a number of observers to 
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the charges of “wailing Jews,” observers who in most instances were little 
inclined to sympathize with Jewish concerns anyway. Hitler played upon that 
discredit by charging the world Jewish press with making up atrocity stories 
about Nazi Germany (and most Germans believed, with greater justification, 
that anti-German atrocity stories from 1914 to 1919 had indeed been made 
up). Jewish leaders in Germany acceded to Nazi pressure and signed a state- 
ment denying that atrocities against Jews in Germany had occurred. 

There was much parrying and bluster, both from the Nazis and from their 
opponents in the rest of the world, as boycotts on both sides were threatened. 
The result was an international standoff, both sides finally backing away from 
a confrontation. But beyond all the posturing, a key point should not be lost: 
The boycott of Jewish stores in Germany fizzled. It lasted a day or two - “a sym- 
bolic victory” was the hollow claim. Thereafter the issue of boycotting Jewish 
stores dropped from center stage. 

The failure of the boycott aggravated Hitler’s problem with the Brownshirts, 
whose complaints grew that they had nothing to show for their devotion to the 
cause. Hitler’s violent showdown with Rohm and the SA might easily be 
described as the most crucial event in the internal history of the Third Reich. It 
is difficult to believe that Hitler would have survived for long without that 
much-postponed confrontation. Not only were most of his own lieutenants and 
the leaders of the military eager to destroy Rohm, but also a large part of 
respectable opinion hoped that Hitler would deal with these lawless hooligans 
the way that he had already dealt with the Communists. A further comphcating 
but crucial factor was the aged President Hindenburg, whose health was visibly 
declining. Hitler wanted to combine the office of president and chancellor 
upon Hindenburg’s death, but army leaders made it clear that they would not 
support that move unless he did something about the Brownshirt threat. 

The destruction of the SA leadership was undertaken by Himmler’s SS, in 
the so-called Night of the Long Knives, June 30, 1934. The ruthlessness of this 
purge made a powerful impression in Germany. By putting a number of the 
leading old fighters to death, Hitler gave a sobering example to other poten- 
tial opponents of what might await them. Congratulations came in from all 
over Germany: President Hindenburg, the chiefs of staff, business and com- 
munity leaders —- all lauded the purge. Again it was widely believed that by 
decisive action Hitler had prevented a bloody civil war in Germany; he had 
done to the Brownshirts, as with the Communists, what they had planned to 
do to others. 

The Night of the Long Knives was not planned by Hitler. Its actual imple- 
mentation, which did require careful planning, was also the work of others - 
indeed, Hitler was led to it by others in ways he may never have fully appreci- 
ated (Himmler fed him false information, for example, about Réhm’s plans.). 
But after these bloody events, Hitler’s emotional distancing became even 
more pronounced, as did his sense of being chosen to perform tasks that 
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others would shrink from. Hitler became increasingly unwilling to listen to 
remarks that were even implicitly critical of his policies. He more and more 
divorced himself from contact with leading governmental figures, avoiding 
“any attempt to confront his ideological dream-world with political and social 
reality.”*5 

A number of Jews returned to Germany after June 1934, since it appeared 
that the most powerful faction of anti-Semites in the Nazi movement had been 
crushed and that the regime was settling down. Indeed, some suspected that 
Hitler was quietly abandoning the Jewish issue; rather than being a unifying 
force, anti-Semitism continued to be divisive, and Hitler wanted most of all to 
be popular. Revealingly, Leni Riefenstahl’s famous propaganda film, “Triumph 
of the Will” (1935), contained not a single anti-Semitic reference, a puzzling 
lapse if hatred of Jews had been considered a useful device in attracting 
broader sympathy for the Nazi movement, and even more puzzling if anti- 
Semitism is considered central to Nazism. 

President Hindenburg died on August 2, 1934, and Hitler, assuming the 
office of president, orchestrated an elaborate ceremony that included an oath 
of personal fidelity to him. A plebiscite was held to determine support for the 
merging of the offices of chancellor and president, which won 86.6 percent of 
the vote. For many Germans the state had long held a special position, stand- 
ing above social conflicts and responsible for resolving them. In its more 
extreme forms this “state worship” had elevated the state to the role of a divine 
force, accomplishing God’s purpose in history. For growing numbers of Ger- 
mans, “the Fuhrer’s will,” now that he was not only head of the government 
and popular acclaimed leader but also head of the state, become synonymous 
with legality. 

The Jewish issue remained unsolved, and Hitler moved cautiously toward 
measures that might be broadly acceptable, especially to his conservative allies. 
Dissatisfaction by conservatives with the role of Jews in German life had 
undoubtedly intensified in the Weimar years. Even outside the ranks of the 
conservatives, many Germans were not opposed to the idea of rectifying what 
they believed to be the unnaturally large numbers of Jews in leading positions 
of Germany's state, economy, and culture. But Hitler continued to refrain 
from making any major pronouncements about the Jewish issue throughout 
1934 and the first half of 1935. The measures that he did finally take, were 
again revealingly spur-of-the-moment, anything but the product of long-range 
planning. 

His intended agenda at the Nuremberg party rally in September 1935, to 
which he had invited the Reichstag and the diplomatic corps, had been a dec- 
laration outlining Germany’s foreign policy goals, but he was dissuaded from 
doing so by Baron von Neurath, his foreign minister, who considered the 


23 Mommsen, Wermar to Auschwitz, 238. 


EPILOGUE AND CONCLUSIONS 523 


moment mauspicious.*4 He thus faced a potentially embarrassing contretemps 
- so many dignitaries and nothing of major importance to say to them. He 
decided to use the occasion to announce what amounted to a compromise 
between radicals in the party, who had been pressing anew for anti-Jewish 
actions, and officials in the Ministry of Interior, who had been urging that 
attacks on Jewish business be expressly prohibited and a clear position be 
taken against confiscating Jewish property. 

Hitler himself had repeatedly emphasized that the removal of Jews from 
German life should be done “rationally” and legally. Other leading Nazis 
made statements that supported what might be termed Gentile Zionism. 
Goring, widely regarded as the number two man in the Nazi Reich, had 
informed an Italian journalist in May 1932 that Jews would have to be 
removed from leading positions in Germany's state and society, but “the 
decent Jewish merchant who is willing to stay in Germany as an alien pro- 
tected under the law will be allowed to pursue his business undisturbed.”?° In 
early 1933, Arthur Ruppin, a prominent Zionist, in a meeting with Professor 
Hans F. K. Gunther, a leading theorist of race, was assured that the Jews were 
not considered inferior to the Aryans but simply “different”; a “fair solution” 
to the Jewish problem had to be found. Ruppin found the Nazi professor 
extremely friendly.?6 

In this as in so many other arenas, an exact Nazi position was impossible to 
determine. One could quote the venomously anti-Semitic Julius Streicher on 
the one hand and Goring or Gunther on the other. Hitler’s own pronounce- 
ments alternated similarly. The turn of events at the Nuremberg rally seems to 
have finally pressured him to make a clear policy statement. In an all-night ses- 
sion he went over various drafts of proposed legislation that he had abruptly 
demanded be composed by experts from the Ministry of Interior. Hitler then 
let it be known that he had accepted the most moderate of the drafts that were 
presented to him, adding that this would be his “last word on the Jewish ques- 
tion.” In his speech to the rally — the first ttme he had devoted a major public 
speech to the Jewish question since he became chancellor’? — he struck a states- 
manlike tone. He asserted that public pressure had been growing to do some- 
thing about the Jewish issue, and he held out the possibility “through a once- 
and-for-all secular solution, of perhaps creating a basis on which the German 
people might be able to find a tolerable relationship with the Jewish people.”?5 
In subsequent speeches he urged the party to maintain legality and discipline. 
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The Nuremberg Laws that were formally introduced in the following 
months established legal differences between Jews and non-Jews in Germany. 
Even so, the exact implications of excluding Jews from Reich citizenship were 
unclear. Jews lost the right to vote, but that right by the autumn of 1935 no 
longer meant much to anyone in Germany. The Nuremberg Laws’ definition 
of who was a Jew turned out to be more lenient than party radicals had 
demanded. In other regards, the various elements of the Laws were a con- 
fused jumble, all too obviously patched together under pressure. 

It is revealing that Streicher, the most notorious anti-Semite in the party, 
was not even consulted about the laws — he learned about them in the press — 
causing him considerable irritation.2? When the text of the laws was made pub- 
lic there was an angry response from the radicals in the NSDAP.*° Implement- 
ing and attempting to iron out the many contradictions of the laws also 
entailed endless complications, in particular because the definition of Jewish- 
ness in them seemed to touch many more German citizens than the long-rec- 
ognized figure of about a half-million. The Aryan credentials of several million 
were put into doubt because they had Jewish ancestors or relatives of one sort 
or another.3! The Nuremberg Laws threatened to become a Pandora’s box; 
many in the government and in society at large expressed concern. 

But insofar as the laws appeared to emphasize a clearly delineated legal 
approach, some Jewish leaders were relieved: If Nazi policy was simply to treat 
Jews as resident noncitizens, as Goring had maintained, that was hardly good 
news, but at least Jews could live with such a policy. It did not entail driving 
them from the country or stripping them of their property, as the radicals had 
been demanding. Life under the Nuremberg Laws, some concluded, would 
not be all that different from life in Germany before Jews had been granted 
full civil equality, and Jews had in fact prospered then. 

In speaking to a reporter from the United Press Hitler emphasized that the 
struggle against communism was one of the main reasons for introducing the 
laws: “Nearly all Bolshevist agitators . . . and agents of Bolshevism” in Germany 
were Jews, he stated. Moreover, during the Weimar years Jews had “flooded 
the intellectual professions,” exercising “everywhere a disintegrating effect.” 
Thus the laws were designed not be disruptive but to enhance social peace in 
Germany. Popular anti-Semitism in Germany, he maintained, was declining 
now that Jews were protected through a “clear and clean separation between 
the two races.”2 

Intentionalists have interpreted the Nuremberg Laws as part of an insidious 
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general plan, a subtly calculated step in a preconceived policy of progressively 
tightening the noose around the neck of Germany’s Jews. The reassuring 
remarks that Hitler made were merely “a shrewd tactical move,”*? waiting for 
the next opportunity to apply ever harsher measures toward the ultimate or 
final solution. This view is plausible, since it is incontestable that Hitler was 
capable of any deception in achieving his goals, and he had emphasized that 
the Jewish issue would only be solved by a crafty, long-range struggle. Still, 
most of the evidence indicates a lack of detailed planning almost everywhere 
in the Third Reich, and the Nuremberg Laws were no exception. One must 
also wonder if dealing with the Jews was in fact Hitler’s highest priority, his 
constantly most prized and carefully planned project, for after the passage of 
the laws, he again refrained from public commentary on Jewish issues for well 
over a year. 

If the Jewish question was not the highest or all-consuming priority for him, 
what were his genuine first priorities? Hitler’s own often-stated goals could be 
summarized as two: to establish Germany as a racially pure, unified Volksgemein- 
schaft (people’s community) and to assure Lebensraum (living space) for the 
future needs of the German Volk. But could Lebensraum be achieved without 
war? A Volksgemeinschaft unquestionably entailed destroying the “Marxists” 
(the SPD and KPD); less clearly it meant depriving both liberals and conserva- 
tives of the political freedom they had previously exercised. But what did it 
mean as far as the Jews were concerned? 

Many were willing to believe that the Nuremberg Laws answered that ques- 
tion, since it excluded Jews from the German community. Regulatory mea- 
sures of this sort, they argued, did not much differ from what was being done, 
or had been done, in other countries with large Jewish populations, such as 
Poland, Hungary, and Romania. Even Great Britain and the United States, in 
passing measures that were transparently designed to prevent further immi- 
gration of eastern European Jews, had demonstrated their concern to limit 
the numbers of Jews in their countries. There is little reason to believe that 
after September 1935 large numbers of German citizens were pressuring the 
regime for more radical or violent actions against Jews. There is also little evi- 
dence, to be sure, that many Germans were deeply opposed to the anti-Jewish 
measures so far introduced. Indifference to the fate of Jews in Germany 
rather than active, militant hatred of them seems to have been characteristic 
of German public opinion in these years. Avoidance rather than principled, 
courageous resistance, similarly, was the preferred stance of the great major- 
ity. Only a small minority — which of course could stl mean thousands — 
actively pressed for more far-reaching anti-Semitic measures. Many Germans 
simply withdrew from political involvement in the liberal-democratic sense. 
Impressed with Hitler’s many accomplishments by late 1935, and inclined to 


33 Wistrich, Hitler's Apocalypse, 70. 


526 ESAU’S TEARS 


‘ 


respect the authorities, they gratefully concluded that the Fuhrer knew best 
what should be done. - 

Hitler did all in his power to strengthen this bonding of the German popu- 
lation to him as its leader. And that meant continuing to appear moderate and 
statesmanlike. In the following year, 1936, there were further reasons for Nazi 
Germany to present a reassuring face to the world and to minimize evidence 
of racial strife inside the country. The Olympic Games were scheduled to take 
place in Berlin in the summer, and there would be many foreign visitors. Anti- 
Semitic rhetoric in the press was toned down, and other expressions of anti- 
Jewish sentiment were discouraged. 

The summer of 1936 may be considered the acme of the Nazi “golden 
years.” The economy had revived to a gratifying degree, and in March Hitler 
had accomplished his most astonishing foreign policy coup. Violating agree- 
ments that Weimar leaders had freely made at Locarno, Hitler remilhitarized 
the Rhineland. France was in the midst of an internal crisis and unwilling to 
get into another unilateral intervention after the disastrous occupation of the 
Ruhr in 1923. French leaders protested the remilitarization but finally took 
no military action to prevent it. Promptly building fortifications on the 
Franco—German border, Germany became much less vulnerable to invasion 
from France. Once France lost its option to invade Germany with ease, it also 
lost its attractiveness as an ally for countries to Germany’s east. In just a few 
months, then, diplomatic relations were fundamentally transformed. Nazi 
Germany had already begun breaking out of the limits imposed by the Ver- 
sailles Treaty, rearming itself and leaving the League of Nations. Under 
Hitler’s leadership, by 1936 the country regained its sense of full sovereignty 
and earned a new place of respect among nations. 

Hitler’s popularity soared. And success after intoxicating success followed, 
chief among them being the unification or Anschluss with Austria in March of 
1938 and the Munich Agreements of September 1938 that authorized Ger- 
many to take over the Sudetenland, the German-speaking western areas of 
Czechoslovakia. With those victories, the overwhelming majority of the Ger- 
man Volk had been brought into the Third Reich. By late 1938 many Ger- 
mans revered Hitler as a near god, and even those conservatives in the govern- 
ment and military who retained reservations about him had to grant that he 
had accomplished things they never believed possible. And while the Nazi 
Party or other prominent Nazi officials never enjoyed anything like the popu- 
larity that Hitler personally did, nazification of the German population, espe- 
cially the young, advanced in many ways. 

The Anschluss and the incorporation of the Sudetenland brought around 
300,000 more Jews into the Third Reich, approximately doubling the Jewish 
population. It also added a notably more anti-Semitic non-Jewish population 
than was true of pre-1938 Germany. The Anschluss was marked by widespread 
anti-Jewish violence in Vienna. It similarly marked a new stage of radicalization 
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in Nazi Jewish policy after a period of relative calm between September 1935 
and March of 1938. 

The nationwide explosion of violence against Jews in November 1938, in a 
pogrom known as Reichskristallnacht, or “Night of the Broken Glass,” when 
mobs attacked Jews, broke the windows of Jewish shops, and burned syna- 
gogues, would seem to have demonstrated beyond serious question how much 
the entre German population was filled with hatred for Jews. The official line 
of Goebbels’s Propaganda Ministry was that this pogrom reflected a sponta- 
neous outburst of popular indignation over the assassination of a Nazi official 
in Paris by a young Polish Jew. But the spontaneity of and popular support for 
Kristallnacht is doubtful. It was planned and orchestrated by Goebbels in con- 
junction with anti-Semitic radicals in the Nazi movement, in most areas the 
work of Brownshirt thugs, with varying degrees of complicity by the police and 
other authorities. In some places elements of the general population did join 
in, whereas elsewhere the rioters were opposed by ordinary citizens. Most Ger- 
mans observed passively, taking no overt action one way or the other, although 
many were clearly appalled by the lawlessness and by the damage to life and 
property. 

To describe this pogrom as planned may overstate things, however, since 
many in the government and the Nazi hierarchy were unaware of Goebbels’s 
machinations and denounced them once they were revealed. Goring and 
Himmler, who detested Goebbels, were outraged by the economic damage of 
the rioting. Hitler’s exact role in approving, or failing to veto, plans for the 
riot remains uncertain. Again it appears that there was a chaotic competition 
of various agencies for control over Jewish policy, and Hitler avoided indicat- 
ing unequivocal support for one or the other. Karl Schleunes has succinctly 
described the riots as “a product of the lack of coordination which marked 
Jewish planning in Jewish policy and the result of a last-ditch effort by the radi- 
cals to wrest control over this policy.”35 Goebbels, who had suffered a number 
of setbacks and humiliations, apparently hoped to regain favor in Hitler’s eyes 
with this initiative. Hitler must have somehow allowed Goebbels to believe that 
he would welcome expressions of popular indignation, but on the other hand 
the Fuhrer in the past had consistently deprecated this kind of rioting. After- 
ward Hitler studiously avoided critical comment, though he implicitly cen- 
sured Goebbels by turning Jewish policy over to Himmler, a firm proponent of 
the “rational” approach, and to Goring, whose main interest in Germany’s Jew- 
ish population seemed to be to plunder its riches, not attack it violently. 

The Night of Broken Glass represented a sharp escalation of pressure on 
Germany’s Jews. Nonetheless, Jewish deaths, and the arrests of Jews and their 
incarceration in concentration camps, remained smal! in number compared 
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with what would later develop: violent, widespread persecution had not yet 
become mass murder. Indeed, Nazi policy at this point appears still to have 
been concentrated on forcing as many Jews out of Germany as possible and on 
expropniating those that remained. 

When, then, was the decision to murder the Jews made? There is by now a 
very large literature on the subject,°6 in which many refined points are pur- 
sued, but it is clear that the war, which finally closed Germany’s borders, nar- 
rowing and then eliminating the possibility of emigration (though it was still 
possible until the fall of 1941), changed the options of those formulating Jew- 
ish policy. The ensuing victories over Poland brought under German control a 
large population of Jews, creating yet new dilemmas for Jewish policy and 
ostensibly altering the feasibility of the solutions that had been previously 
planned. The introduction of a “final solution” was near. 

It is difficult to ignore the abundant evidence that these changing situa- 
tions, which again could hardly have been anticipated by Nazi leaders, led to 
fundamentally new plans. It may even be the case, however implausible it first 
seems, that no single order from Hitler authorizing the Final Solution was 
ever issued. Instead, it may have been that a growing escalation of relatively 
random violence against Jews — of course growing logically out of Nazi ideol- 
ogy — especially after war with Soviet Russia began, finally merged into an ever- 
more explicit program of mass murder. But the exact point at which it was 
decided to kill all Jews under Nazi rule, given the chaotic way in which policy 
was formulated and decisions made in the Third Reich, may remain impossi- 
ble to state with confidence. 

Hider must have condoned this process of accelerating violence. It is plausi- 
ble and in many instances supported by documentary evidence that various ad 
hoc initiatives and detailed plans — precisely when and how the killing was to 
be done — were the work of men like Himmler and Heydrich, or others deal- 
ing directly with the Jewish population, but Hitler’s general responsibility is 
beyond serious question. His hatred for Jews, linked to his enormous prestige 
and authority, provided energy, direction, and rationalization for genocide. 
The Nazi system itself no doubt generated violence, and Jews were not the 
only people to be murdered by the millions, but that system, too, is ultimately 
hard to visualize without Hitler’s inspiration and direction. The Holocaust 
would not have occurred without World War II, but again responsibility for 
that war ulumately must be linked to Hitler and the system he oversaw. 

Hitler’s long-standing but ever-increasing psychological isolation, his declin- 
ing health by the late 1930s, his premonitions of premature death, his rising 
fury and vindictiveness in reaction to Germany’s military situation once the 
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defeats began, and his belief that there were “world-historical” tasks that only 
he could accomplish are also plausibly key factors, but there is a danger in 
insisung too much upon Hitler’s responsibility, for he found many “willing 
executioners” — Goldhagen’s phrase has unquestionably a kernel of truth — 
men whose ideas from the early 1920s paralleled and then evermore mim- 
icked his, seeking to gain his favor by acts consistent with what were believed 
to be his wishes. And many were ready to kill Jews with or without Hitler’s 
sanction. Whether men like Himmler, Heydrich, Goring, or Goebbels would 
have, on their own initiatives and without inspiration from Hitler, actually pro- 
ceeded to systematic mass murder remains an open question. Goebbels had 
had a Jewish lover?’ and Goring a number of Jewish friends;** neither of them 
seemed, at least before the mid-1930s, to believe in the kind of crudely doctri- 
naire racism that became more or less official. Below them in the Nazi hierar- 
chy were tens of thousands who were in the sway of complex motivations —- 
ambition, hatred, opportunism, cowardice — who formulated the specific polli- 
cies and carried out the orders. And beyond those active cadres were the mil- 
lions of Germans who turned their faces, again for complex reasons — fear, 
conformity, inertia, ignorance, and indifference as well as hatred of Jews. We 
may certainly speak of moral failings, but those failings were not always the 
result of specifically or intensely anti-Semitic sentiments. 

Moral judgments about what various individuals, Jews and non-Jews, did in 
these horrifying years must be made with circumspection. The moral responsi- 
bility of Nazi leaders is relatively easy to establish and not to be minimized. 
Such responsibility is hardly to be compared to the guilt, if that is the word, of 
those in the ghettos and concentration camps who did shameful things in 
order to survive. Nor, again, are those responsibilities much like that of Ger- 
man citizens who avoided confrontation with the authorities. But whether 
referring to concentration camp inmate or ordinary citizen, those who have 
not faced such choices obviously need to be extremely cautious in making 
judgments. Imagining oneself into such situations and answering the question 
“what would I have done?” - either as concentration camp inmate or ordinary 
citizen — is more than most people are able to do confidently and honestly, 
although the question nonetheless needs to be confronted, the effort made. 

Historians have commonly dealt with other kinds of “extreme situations,” 
such as the experience under fire in the battlefields of World War I or in the 
torture chambers of the Cheka, that have also been described as placing their 
survivors in a unique world of experience, impossible to convey to others. As 
with these examples, to situate the “concentration camp universe” entirely 
beyond the ken of those who were not in it raises unsettling questions. Some 
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Holocaust survivors are patently not infallible witnesses, since, as was also the 
case with the survivors of the pogrom$ from 1903, to 1921, they contradict one 
another and “remember” things that can be proved not to have happened. 
There is no necessary surprise or even shame to be associated with such incon- 
sistencies: The memory plays tricks on us, a common problem with eyewit- 
nesses in other arenas, especially when observation is under the pressure of 
powerful emotions. Victims are not automatically reliable observers or saints. 

There remains much that is enigmatic about events between 1933 and 
1945, to be sure, but one conclusion emerges with reasonable clarity: The 
Holocaust did not simply represent a logical culmination to German history or 
the will of the German people as a whole or in its majority. Support for Hitler 
did not derive primarily from his anti-Semitism. There was nothing like a 
plebiscite on the Holocaust or even on the relatively moderate measures intro- 
duced by the Nuremberg Laws, and some evidence suggests that in free elec- 
tions even those laws might not have won a majority support from the German 
people. The decision to move to mass murder was kept a secret, after all, 
because those in charge believed that the majority of Germans would not sup- 
port such a solution. The noted philosopher Karl Jaspers, an anti-Nazi with a 
Jewish wife and hardly known for apologetic stances in regard to Germany’s 
guilt, wrote Hannah Arendt after the war that “Most Germans, 99.9%, did not 
commit such murders, not even in their thoughts.”°9 Jaspers undoubtedly 
overstated the case — he certainly saw things differently than Goldhagen does — 
but it stall remains unlikely that most Germans committed murders or actively 
desired them. 

One of many paradoxes about the Final Solution is that Streicher was kept 
in the dark about it, just as he had been about the composition of the Nurem- 
berg Laws. He was condemned to death by the Nuremberg war crimes tri- 
bunal for his thoughts and writings, not for actually participating in mass mur- 
der. Eichmann, who escaped the Nuremberg tribunal, was deeply involved in 
the mass murder of Jews, and although it is impossible to be certain what his 
thoughts actually were, Arendt has made a provocative and troubling case that 
this “banal” bureaucrat was not an anti-Semite before the Nazi years and did 
not harbor any particular hatred for those he helped to murder.?° Similar 
observations have been made about the lack of an anti-Semitic past in other 
leading Nazis, including those with more direct responsibility for the killing 
process." 

This bewildering disparity between anti-Semitic belief and anti-Jewish 
action, extending back into the nineteenth century, has been another theme 
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of this book, one perhaps now more widely recognized in the case of the 
Holocaust than in various manifestations of anti-Semitism preceding it. The 
argument in these pages has not been that anti-Semitic thought and action 
have no discernible relation to one another but rather that the relationship is 
far more tangled than usually appreciated. On the other hand, it is simply not 
the case that the relationship between anti-Semitic thought and action in the 
1930s and 1940s defies rational explanation, for one can construct a reason- 
ably coherent and plausible explanation of how the Holocaust emerged out of 
the cauldron of the Third Reich and German history, as I hope has been done 
in this chapter, at least in general outline. 

The rhetoric about the incomprehensibility of the Holocaust often derives 
from arcane definitions of “comprehension” and should not be allowed to 
obscure the fact that historians have made substantial progress in presenting 
the Holocaust in understandable form. We now do understand it better than 
we did in the years immediately following Word War II. Michael Marrus has 
made a persuasive case that scholarly sophistication in the field of the history 
of the Holocaust is, by the early 1990s, actually richer than in many long-estab- 
lished historical fields.#? It is at any rate not possible to make a hard-and-fast 
distinction between “remembering” and “understanding,” since those who 
“remember” have in truth their own understanding — one that some of them 
seem to believe must be accepted by others without question. That will not 
happen, and indeed should not happen. 


Conclusions 


Who has made us Jews different from other people? Who has allowed us to suffer so 
terribly up to now? It is God that has made us as we are, but it is God, too, who will 
raise us up again. .. . Who knows, it might even be our religion from which the 
world and all peoples learn good, and for that reason only do we have to suffer now. 
We can never become just Netherlanders, or just English, or the representatives of 
any country for that matter; we will always remain Jews, and we want to, too." 


When and how will Esau’s tears be dried, the fears and resentments of non- 
Jews fade and at last disappear? Even after the Holocaust, will hatred of Jews 
ever vanish, the Jewish problem finally be solved? The question has been asked 
endlessly, to the point of caricature. These pages have suggested that the 
answer may be even more elusive than generally recognized — far more so than 
current programs of education about Jewish life might assume (“If non-Jews 
only learn the truth about Jews, anti-Semitism will disappear.”). The pervasive 
belief in the nineteenth century that Jewish “reform” would cause non-Jews to 
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cease hating Jews proved to be naive, if not completely without foundation; it 
has been replaced with the no-less-iriperfect but equally confident assertion 
that anti-Semitism has nothing whatsoever to do with Jewish behavior or the 
nature of real Jews. These pages have offered evidence that contradicts that 
assertion, recognizing nonetheless that non-Jewish fantasies do play a significant 
role in anti-Semitism and that remedies for the hatreds that Jews encounter are 
not easily achieved, for the simple reason that those fantasies are often integral 
parts of the larger identity of non-Jews. 

Since the aversion of Gentile to Jew, and Jew to Gentle, is so deeply embed- 
ded in their respective traditions, the two groups are unlikely, without funda- 
mental changes in their identities, to arrive at a lasting harmony in the fore- 
seeable future, certainly not in every country, probably not in most. The 
potential for new explosions of hatred will remain, sparked by “bad times” — 
economic difficulties, wars, revolutions, natural disasters, or pandemic disease. 
So long as most Jews retain an identity with a substantial connection to Jewish 
tradition, and so long as the rest of the world has some sense of that identity 
and its related history, anti-Semitism will endure, much as embers of a fire, 
ready to flare up again when fanned. 

The rise of the Jews in modern times, while the most fundamental cause of 
modern racial and political anu-Semitism, should not be conceptualized in the 
same way as “bad times.” Although a Jewish rise, as is the case with the rise of 
other groups or nations, has not surprisingly provoked apprehension and hos- 
tility from those who feel threatened, it need not necessary have that impact. 
The experiences of “rising” Jews in Hungary, Italy, Great Britain, and the 
United States suggest how other factors can play a decisive role — how, indeed, 
under favorable circumstances a Jewish rise can not only be accepted but also 
applauded by those among whom Jews live, though hardly without significant 
ambiguities. 

The argument of these pages has certainly not been that nothing can be 
done to combat anti-Semitism or that the situation of Jews in all countries or 
societies at all times is “essentially” the same. I have tried to demonstrate the 
extraordinary and little-appreciated range of attitudes to Jews in modern 
Europe and America as well as the range of possibilities in achieving relative 
harmony. But even in the lands of “sweet exile,” such as the United States, sig- 
nificant if often shifting parts of the population have remained unfriendly to 
Jews; the potential for an explosion remains. Although there is evidence of a 
substantial decline in hostility among traditional elites in the United States, 
there is also evidence of increasing hostility among other elements of the pop- 
ulation, especially African—Americans, though certainly less than dramatic 
episodes or sensationalistic press reports might lead one to conclude. The 
declining level of anti-Semitism among Americans of European ancestry 
seems to be linked not only to their currently more tolerant, less ethnocentric 
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attitudes but also to a diminishing sense, on their part, of Jewish difference -—a 
sense that is based on accurate perceptions, since large numbers of Jews in 
America no longer identify with or even understand the Jewish consciousness 
of their forebears. The hostility of African—Americans, similarly, has something 
to do with their belief that Jews are no better than other whites in their racial 
attitudes, possibly worse — certainly nowhere near so blameless as many Jews 
contend. Other non-European peoples of Christian background, a growing 
part of the population in the United States, may also be potentially more anti- 
Semitic than those of European origins, although the relatively firm stand that 
Christian leaders have recently been taking against anti-Semitism seems to 
speak against the possibility of Christianity being a brood-chamber of anti- 
Semitism among these people in the immediate future. 

Christianity, even before the late twentieth century, must be considered one 
source but only one source of hostility to Jews, and since Christian traditions 
are so many-sided, the charge of the “ultimate” responsibility of Christian reli- 
gion for modern anti-Semitism is uncomfortably vague; when things become 
that ultimate, responsibility has little meaning. One might as well charge the 
Jews, as Voltaire did, with being ultimately responsible for Christian bigotry, 
since they brought intolerant monotheism to the world. The Japanese have 
shown a pronounced affinity for fantastic images about Jews, without much 
aid from Christian traditions.“ And of course other non-Christians, Moslems 
most prominently, have taken up the banners, as it were, of the centuries-old 
Christian crusade against the Jews. Images of Jews outside of Europe and 
America today are often unfavorable and may develop into more coherently 
anti-Jewish attitudes. If that happens, it will likely be because countries that 
previously suffered under European imperialism consider Israel an imperialist 
creation or Jews “too powerful” in the United States. Christian images of the 
Jews will not be the principal issue. (Even the rise of the Jews shares to some 
degree this problem of being an overly general ultimate cause; as I have 
emphasized, other factors must be taken into consideration, and rising Jews 
are by no means inevitably hated.) 

The notion of Esau’s tears has many further complications, for if one may 
accurately speak of Esau’s tears being dried in Europe and the United States 
in the period since the Holocaust, it has been ostensibly at a large price, one 
that many Jews are finding profoundly troubling, since the process of Jew- 
ish-Gentile reconciliation seems to point toward large-scale intermarriage and 
the disappearance of Jews as a meaningfully separate group. Since the 1980s 
but especially in 1990s, journals of Jewish opinion, whether traditional or sec- 
ular humanistic, have been full of broodings and lamentations about what 
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some Jews have termed the “bloodless Holocaust” of intermarriage and assimi- 
lation,*§ or what others consider the “curse” of friendship that is replacing the 
older curse of enmity. The language used is both striking and strange: Rabbi 
Shlomo Riskin, in a weekly column for the Jerusalem Post, has contrasted the 
“candy-coated poison” of Gentile friendliness with the bitter poison of anti- 
Semitism. He states that it is an “open question” which of the two poisons have 
been worse for the Jewish people, although it is obvious that he considers 
friendliness the greater present danger because it is more insidious.” At the 
far other end of Jewish opinion in most regards, Alan Dershowitz, Harvard 
Law School Professor and famous trial lawyer, has spoken of Jews in America 
being “seduced,” as distinguished from their being “raped” in other times and 
places.*8 

Non-Jews may be bewildered to discover that their fnendly attitudes are con- 
sidered a covert curse — indeed, that some Jewish leaders consider friendly Gen- 
tiles to be insidiously clever seducers. There is even worse or more puzzling 
news: Friendly Gentiles are being compared to those who give poison to chil- 
dren or even to Nazi murderers. (Surely “bloodless Holocaust” must qualify as 
one of the most obnoxious of the many careless and offensive uses of the term 
Holocaust.) It is unlikely that most Jews would defend the kind of language that 
figures like Riskin and Dershowitz have used, but these quotations are by no 
means unusual among the various and sundry remarks made by Jewish leaders 
in the past few decades about intermarriage. Given such enigmatic Jewish atti- 
tudes, efforts to understand anti-Semitism, to dry Esau’s tears, may appear ulti- 
mately futile — Sisyphean: Jews are anxious about being hated but also anxious 
about the implications of not being hated; they attempt to combat Jew-hatred 
but appear to believe that Jewishness inevitably and somehow mystically pro- 
vokes hostility (Jews are hated not for any definable reason but “just because 
they are Jews.”). They lament that Jews who try to “reform” find only intensified 
anti-Semitism, although the country with the largest population of Jews in the 
world - and also the most “reformed” — has seen a substantial decline in anti- 
Semitism. This disconcerting jumble of opinions about anti-Semitism may help 
explain those strangely inconsistent theoretical efforts to explain its nature that 
have so often been critiqued in this book; ultimately the uncertainties about 
what it means, or should mean, to be a Jew are the real cause. 

Anti-Semitism and its history in modern times are admittedly so tangled 
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that theoretical perplexities are to be expected, but nonetheless it seems clear 
that many Jews exhibit an all-too common human failing: They actually do not 
want to understand their past - or at least those aspects of their past that have 
to do with the hatred directed at them, since understanding may threaten 
other elements of their complex and often contradictory identities. Avoid- 
ances of this sort, not actually wanting to understand, are familiar enough: 
Non-Jews avoid uncomfortable evidence of their treatment of Jews in history; 
it would hardly be surprising if avoidances, different in quality yet in some 
regards revealingly similar, are to be found among Jews. Germans, of course, 
have a great deal to feel uncomfortable about, and there has been much dis- 
cussion among them about the need to “master” their horrific past. The 
clumsy term Vergangenheitsbewaltigung (mastering the past) parallels the psy- 
choanalytic notion that uncovering and courageously facing unpleasant 
aspects of one’s personal past, rather than covering them up or conjuring up 
implausible myths about them, is the way to psychological health (or “mastery 
of self”). Whatever the problems with that notion — it is not at all clear that a 
rapist-murderer, taking responsibility for his crime, then becomes psychologi- 
cally healthy - Germans are not the only people with uncomfortable pasts, nor 
have they been unique in their avoidances, although precisely what Germans 
are trying to avoid is believed by many Jews to be unique in some mystical 
sense. That belief in the absolute uniqueness of Jewish suffering under Nazi 
tyranny is not shared, or at least not understood, by those who consider the 
suffering of their own people in history to be equal to if not greater than Jew- 
ish suffering. The unseemly clamor in late twentieth century for the status of 
victim — and especially the greatest vicum — is disheartening, with ruinous 
implications for all the groups involved. 

At the end of the twenteth century mastering the ugly American past of 
slavery and all it came to imply must qualify as a particularly pressing and 
imposing task for most Americans. In this regard, “most Americans” refers to 
Jewish Americans, for Jews unquestionably did trade in slaves, own slaves, 
exploit blacks, and harbor racist attitudes to them, just as many Jews shared 
the widespread racist attitudes to Slavic and Romanian “historyless peoples.” 
And those Jews who resist the notion of being held responsible for things that 
happened in the past, that only small numbers of Jews had anything to do with 
— or at least with which they themselves individually had nothing to do — are 
engaging in much the same kind of avoidance of non-Jews who say that they 
have no responsibility for things that were done by their forefathers to Jews. At 
any rate, Jews cannot take collective pride in their famous scientists, artists, 
and humanitarians but then declare that Jewish villains and scoundrels must 
be considered as individuals, having collectively nothing at all to do with other 
Jews or Jewish idenuty. 

There is unquestionably much to master in terms of Jewish-Genule rela- 
tions in American history. The response to Jewish refugees from Germany by 
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American authorities and the public, for example, is an ugly chapter of that 
history, almost unbearable in retrospect, if also not quite so sinister or indefen- 
sible as some have presented it. The story works in various and complex ways, 
of course, since Jewish Americans also allegedly did not do “enough” to rescue 
the Jews of Europe. 

From such charges emerges another tangled question: Should we expect 
people who are part of a victimized group, or who define themselves as power- 
less, to do any “mastering?” As noted in the Preface, Black History Month is 
not much concerned with mastering uncomfortable realities — except those 
that others are uncomfortable about. The different ways that the study of the 
past is approached, what “mastery” is supposed to mean, are often quite 
revealing. Many Jews, like many African—Americans, are inclined to assume, 
often no doubt without really thinking the matter through, that their status as 
powerless victims means that they have nothing morally unpleasant about 
themselves to master — and suggestions that they might are made only by anti- 
Semites and Jewish self-haters, part of the old “blame the victim” syndrome. 

The evidence presented in these pages does not support such comfortable 
assumptions. It has indicated how Jewish action in the real world has had 
something quite relevant to do with hatred of Jews. Anti-Semitism, as an ideol- 
ogy or a fantasy, has been neither so mysterious nor so potent a historical 
force, whether in Germany or in other countries, as many believe. Rather, 
hatred of Jews, as the case with other hatreds, exhibits a parasitic nature; it 
feeds on frictions, jealousies, misfortunes, and calamities in the material 
world, but without them, it shrivels to relative unimportance, waiting, as it 
were, for new opportunities.*9 

Even in the Third Reich it was not so much the mysterious, intoxicating 
power of anti-Semitic ideology for all Germans as the chaotic dynamics of that 
regime itself, in the context of economic depression and an unstable world of 
competing nation-states, that best explains the complicated set of initiatives 
and often competing agendas that finally led toward mass murder. To be sure, 
anti-Semitic ideology, and German history itself, set up a likely scenario of who 
was to be attacked first or most, much as Marxism set up likely scenarios for 
the mass murders under the Bolsheviks. But in both anti-Semitism and Marx- 
ism, the power of ideology alone does not offer an adequate explanation; it 
needs to be firmly linked to developments in the material world, particularly 
to the world of pohtics, national culture, and the actions of political leaders. 

The evidence is much more persuasive that in individual rather than collec- 
tive cases — Hitler and Himmler being obvious cases in point —- anti-Semitic 
fantasy, the belief in demonic Jewish power, may have exercised an irrational, 
powerfully intoxicating, and decisive effect, but that is not the same as an 
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entire society or civilization collectively embracing such beliefs, and even in 
the cases of Hitler or Himmler one needs to look at much more than anti- 
Semitic fantasy in arriving at a credible and adequately textured explanation 
of the genesis and implementation of the Final Solution. 

Again, the most obvious material factor to take into consideration in trying 
to account for the growth of modern anti-Semitism — though not of course its 
deepest origins — is the rise of the Jews. It was not a fantasy but rather a per- 
fectly real, measurable, and understandable development. Other develop- 
ments in the real world, wars, depressions, and revolutions, tended to make 
that rise more noticeable and unacceptable to some non-Jews, supplying life 
and energy to inherited fantasies about Jews. It is far too simple to say that the 
rise of Jews in Germany, and particularly in the Weimar Republic, “explains” 
the tiumph of Nazism, but it verges on the absurd to insist that the presence, 
activities, or nature of Jews in Germany had nothing whatsoever to do with the 
success of the Nazis. 

The absolute numbers of Jews, whether Jews are rising or not in other 
regards, also needs to be taken into account. It is simply untrue that the num- 
ber of Jews in a given area is irrelevant to the Jew-hatred in that area. I have 
tried to counter the simplistic conclusion that anti-Semitism inevitably rises as 
the number of Jews rise, but nonetheless the number of Jews ranks high 
among the many factors that one must take into consideration; there are few if 
any examples of areas where the Jewish population rose above 5 percent that 
did not also see a significant expression of anti-Semitism. The countries of 
“happy exile” all had small Jewish populations, 2 percent or less. When the 
Jewish population nears 10 percent, as in Poland, Romania, and the Pale of 
Settlement, the likelihood of severe anti-Semitism is high. The often-used 
examples of anti-Semitism in Japan or postwar Poland, where the Jewish popu- 
lations are extremely small, to demonstrate that numbers mean nothing, do 
not in fact prove much: In both cases, anti-Semites charge foreign Jews — in par- 
ticular powerful American Jews — with evil designs in regard to Japanese and 
Polish interests. Such charges cannot sustain examination, but they have some 
relationship to fact, however remote. The more interesting and revealing 
question is why modern Poles or Japanese feel the need to blame Jews rather 
than face problems mostly of their own creation or at least palpably the result 
of developments over which Jews have no control. 

The nature of the Jewish population, whatever its numbers, in a given coun- 
try is also important in influencing that country’s attitude to Jews. One partic- 
ularly clear demonstration of that point ts in the history of neighboring Hun- 
gary and Romania, where the relative numbers of Jews, as well as the rate of 
their growth, were roughly the same. In Hungary Jews enthusiastically took up 
Magyar language and culture and came to be recognized by ruling elites as 
beneficial to their country’s economic health and national power. In Romania, 
Jews resisted becoming Romanian and mostly ignored or even denigrated 
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Romanian culture and history. Jews in Hungary were in various ways western- 
ized and modernized, whereas Jews i) Romania were more often hasidic and 
traditional-nationalistic. The acceptance of Jews by Magyar elites and the 
rejection of Jews by Romanian elites had something quite directly to do with 
the actual nature of Jews in each country, not simply fantasies about Jews, or 
the virtue of Hungarians and the vice of Romanians. Anti-Semitic fantasy 
played a role in both countries, but it gained a much wider belief where Jews 
were plausibly seen as hostile and alien. The nature of Hungarian and Roman- 
ian non-Jews is an even more important consideration than the nature of the 
Jews in each country; Hungarians found Jews useful in ways that Romanians 
did not. Jews in Germany were unquestionably “state preserving” — if not quite 
so vital to German national interests as were Jews in Hungary — but Germans 
were finally more attracted to modern racial theory than were Hungarians. 

One of the most easily refuted beliefs about anti-Semites in the period from 
the late nineteenth century to the 1930s is that they did not know Jews or had 
little contact with them, relying entirely on inherited fantasies about them. 
Marr, Wagner, Lagarde, and Chamberlain — even Stalin and Hitler — had 
extensive, firsthand contact with Jews. I have found no major figure who corre- 
sponds to the widely accepted generalization that anti-Semites do not know 
Jews or have no real contact with them. It is true that these anti-Semites knew 
only certain kinds of Jews and that their visions were partial, incomplete, and 
distorted, but that is not a particularly persuasive objection; it would be diffi- 
cult to determine what is a “complete” vision of Jews or who might qualify as 
having such a vision. The crucial point that these partial visions were used in 
the service of a fantasy hostile to most Jews must not be overlooked. But, 
again, the fantasy had some sort of connection with real Jews; the nature of 
that connection, the interplay of fantasy and reality, is the interesting if also 
difficult question. Hitler is a particularly suggestive but not necessarily typical 
case, in that his contact with Jews seems to have been overwhelmingly positive, 
but that contact was unable to counteract his emotional needs and, especially 
at first, his political opportunities, which were powerfully satisfied by an anti- 
Semitic fantasy. 

The term “partial visions” could be revealingly turned in another direction, 
in that most non-Jews, including most anti-Semites, recognized differences 
between various kinds of Jews. The actual diversity of Jews - indeed, their 
perennial and passionate divisiveness on nearly every imaginable issue — sug- 
gest that these “partial visions” were in some sense appropriate. When Jews 
were perceived as useful, not harmful, the favorable aspects of a many-faceted 
Jewish imagery were more amply tapped; where Jews were seen as harmful, the 
unfavorable aspects were tapped. But both parts remained available. The old 
saw: “Is it good for the Jews?” has a revealing counterpart: “Is it good for the 
Gentiles?” Even Lueger openly recognized that sometimes Jews were good for 
the Gentiles. Indeed, Eckart, Hitler’s revered companion of the early 1920s, 
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did so to an even more extensive and theoretical degree. Supposed philo- 
Semites, men such as Churchill or Balfour, in truth much resembled men 
known as anti-Semites; whether purportedly anti-Semitic or philo-Semitic, 
these figures continued to harbor shifting, ambiguous images of Jews, some 
who were in their eyes beneficial, others who were harmful. They expressed 
friendship or hostihty according to the context. Even men who have gone 
down as prominent heroes in modern Jewish history, such as Emile Zola, Bal- 
four, Churchill, or Thomas Masaryk, made comments about Jews that if 
expressed today would cause a scandal and be denounced as blatantly racist. 

Provinciality in Jewish history, concentrating on a single country or a nar- 
row span of time, can lead to unjustified conclusions. Many common assump- 
tions or facile generalizations, similarly, are put into question by a close look at 
the history of Jews in relatively little known areas. More importantly, compar- 
ing the Jewish experience in countries as different as the United States, Russia, 
Romania, Italy, and Germany provides the kind of broad context in which 
human realities can be appropriately compared with one another, rather than 
holding individual countries up to an abstract standard of perfect justice, lib- 
erality, or toleration. Churchill once quipped that democracy was a terrible 
form of government, except in comparison to all the others. Anti-Semitism in 
the United States might similarly be termed “terrible” — and seem terrible in 
the light of certain experiences or when certain kinds of narratives are com- 
posed, but it appears decidedly less terrible when compared to most of the 
other examples in the real world over time. 

Hatred for Jews has arisen nearly everywhere that Jews have settled, and 
those historians who have set out determined to uncover evidence of anti- 
Semitism have had little trouble in finding it. But this single-minded quest has 
sometimes entailed giving little attention to contrary evidence. Similarly, the 
tendency to dramatize or elaborately narrate instances of ant-Semitism in 
order to expose and denounce it risks legitimatizing the assertion that there 
was “essentially” little difference in Gentile—Jewish relations from one country 
to the other. From that assertion emerges a series of others: that “the Jew” is 
always hated, that Gentiles are all alike in some genetic sense, that “eternal” 
anti-Semitism is always the same, that even in liberal—-democratic countries 
Jew-hatred has been and remains a major problem. I hope these pages have 
illustrated that such efforts are not only misleading but are also finally “bad for 
the Jews,” even if one accepts, as I do, that hatred of Jews is both endemic and 
tenacious, a potential danger in most countries — appropriately termed “the 
longest hatred” ~— and thus never to be taken hghtly. But vigilance and para- 
noia must be distinguished from one another, since paranoia in this instance 
can actually intensify the il it is supposed to be combating. The line between 
the two, to be sure, is often damnably difficult to draw. 

Comparative history over a long period, too, nay shed some light on the 
knotty issue of the uniqueness of the Holocaust. | have been at pains to show 
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how the notion of historical uniqueness, whether in the United States’ “excep- 
tionalism” or Germany’s Sonderweg, sometimes reveals the provinciality and 
misperceptions of national historians. Virtually all countries consider them- 
selves “special,” but the meaning of specialness emerges with sufficient clarity 
only in comparison. As one writer has stated it, “uniqueness, too, is relational, 
hence subject to an inherent relativism. This is the very foundation of the 
comparative method in history and the social sciences.”5° Comparing Jewish 
suffering in the Holocaust to the suffering of the kulaks in collectivization 
helps to make both comprehensible. Again, I am at a loss to see how such a 
comparison necessarily diminishes or trivializes Jewish suffering. 

The indignation many Jews felt when the pope, during World War II, 
refused to speak out against the specific Nazi program of mass murder of Jews, 
contenting himself instead with banalities about the evils of war or of human 
cruelty, is understandable. Similar problems, kindred banalities, have 
undoubtedly arisen in the various discussions of the uniqueness of the Holo- 
caust. But many of those who insist upon the absolute uniqueness of the Holo- 
caust fail to perceive the possible ramifications of their position. If the Holo- 
caust was utterly unique and incomprehensible — a demonic and cosmic 
explosion unrelated to “normal” historical forces — then there is really nothing 
to be done about preventing a recurrence of it, except perhaps to pray that 
the inscrutable forces in the universe will not unleash another such “incompa- 
rable” tragedy. With such preconceptions, a study of the Holocaust can aspire 
to be litte more than a religious ritual of grief, awe, and remembrance, com- 
parable to Easter in commemorating another cosmic and utterly incompara- 
ble event, the crucifixion. 

Not recognizing comparative quality and texture in expressions of anti-Jew- 
ish sentiment has been an obvious problem in American historiography, but it 
is in some regards an even greater problem in countries where anti-Semitism 
has been more significant. Because of the tragedies of German history, figures 
such as Treitschke or Vogelsang have not usually been accorded an adequately 
nuanced and dispassionate hearing. One does not have to be driven by apolo- 
getic motives to recognize that such men, although hardly paragons, were still 
governed by principles that made it unlikely that they would have supported 
collective injustice done to Jews, let alone mass murder. Figures who were 
more explicitly and actively anti-Semitic, such as Marr, Lueger, or Chamber- 
lain, have often been the subject of stubbornly prosecutorial treatments, ones 
that fail, ostensibly out of aversion to the possibility of mitigating their histori- 
cal guilt in even the shghtest degree, to give appropriate recognition to the 
many sides of their characters and the paradoxes of their positions over time. 

Picquart was an anti-Semite who had no use for Dreyfus and his family but 
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who nonetheless risked his career and perhaps his life in order to see that the 
injustice done to Dreyfus was remedied. That victory of high principle over 
low hatred was by no means so unusual for men of the political right as many 
assume. The equally remarkable support of the even more openly anti-Semitic 
Shulgin for Beilis is another of many examples. However one finally judges 
the thought of intellectuals hike Treitschke or Chamberlain, there remains a 
substantial leap from pre-1914 anu-Semitic thought to post-World War I mass 
murder. There were of course connections, some important, but they need to 
be examined carefully and dispassionately, as free as possible of the mentality 
that is interested only in “guilty or not guilty,” black and white. 

I have tried to show how specific historical events, such as the pogroms in 
Russia, the great anti-Semitic affairs, and even the Holocaust, have been less 
conditioned by mythic projections about Jews than widely believed and have 
been more the result of various historical contingencies, even of miscalcula- 
tion and chance. Personality is an important contingency, whether the per- 
sonal idiosyncrasies of victims like Dreyfus and Beilis, on the one hand, or 
movers and shakers like Trotsky and Hider, on the other. The key role of per- 
sonality has been frequently emphasized in this study, but this unfashionable 
emphasis is fundamentally different from that of such nineteenth-century his- 
torians as Thomas Carlyle, who argued that the individual genius of Great 
Men was the motor of historical development and thus the appropriate main 
focus for historians. Moreover, I have made what may at first appear to be 
opposing points on this issue: The intellectual influence of men like Marr, or 
even Chamberlain, has been overemphasized in many accounts, | believe, 
whereas the crucial role of personality in specific historical situations, such as 
the Dreyfus Affair and the Holocaust, has been often overlooked. 

The attention I have devoted to these now faddishly denigrated Dead 
White Males has to do with my concern about how tendentiously they have 
been treated in many studies of anti-Semitism, but I have also tried to show 
how their influence as theorists and propagandists was less axiomatic than 
many of those studies suggest and how important were impersonal forces. Sim- 
ilarly, I have not accepted the proposition that historical imagination is incom- 
patible with moral aversion. I recognize that dangerous confusions may arise, 
but I still believe, to put the matter in its starkest form, that it is possible to feel 
sympathy, or at least a sense of tragedy, for the murderer as he ascends the gal- 
lows — even when one approves of the death penalty for murderers. Recogniz- 
ing the banality of a man like Eichmann, or his reliance on orders from supe- 
riors, does not necessarily lead to the conclusion that he should not have been 
punished. (What the appropriate penalty should have been is a more difficult 
question, since there was no conceivable punishment in his case that would 
have come close to fitting his crime.) 

My position has been that it is precisely those moral weaknesses that we rec- 
ognize as conceivable in ourselves, as ordinary, normal, or “banal,” that 
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deserve the closest and most serious scrutiny; morally outraged descriptions of 
what others — “those evil people” — did-may be psychologically satisfying but do 
not take us very far in understanding how to prevent or deal with such evil. I 
consider the ability to confront dangerous confusions and morally perplexing 
situations without losing one’s bearings in self-righteousness to be one mark of 
a civilized human being. The temptation to denounce moral uncertainties 
takes us in the direction of fanaticism. 

Neoconservatives have emphasized, in opposition to the usually leftist social 
historians, the crucial role of ideology in history. The neoconservative label is 
a tattered and problematic one, applied to historians as diverse in other 
regards as Lucy Dawidowicz and Ernst Nolte, but they both have expressed a 
behef in the role of abstract systems of thought as the prime movers in history, 
a belief defended as well by anti-Semitic theorists such as Lagarde and Eckart. 
Throughout this book I have voiced reservations about the “essentialist” drift 
of such positions, which posit “the Jew” or “the Semite” — or “the German” — as 
tenacious essences that exercise a pervasive influence in history. The primary 
role of anti-Semitic ideology in the Third Reich is entirely plausible. But a 
careful examination of the historical record puts that plausible assertion into 
serious doubt, or at least suggests the need for major qualifications. Hitler 
often expressed irritation that the general German population was so slow to 
understand the Jewish danger — at least, as he believed it should be under- 
stood. The same qualifications might be offered about the great anti-Semitic 
affairs or the Russian pogroms; in each the plausible role of anu-Semitic ideol- 
ogy or Jew-hatred among the general population becomes less certain and far 
less simple upon closer examination. 

Although I have been critical of the notion that the abstract productions of 
intellectuals may be considered the prime movers in history, I believe it impos- 
sible to write a coherent modern history in which men of action (also often 
intellectuals, or at least men with ideas) — Herzl, Lueger, Lenin, Trotsky, Stalin, 
or Hitler — are not a central concern: “No Hitler, No Holocaust” is only the 
most striking of slogans that might be cited; “No Lenin, no Bolshevik Revolu- 
tion” is another. And there would almost certainly not have been a Dreyfus or 
Beilis affair if the personalities of Alfred Dreyfus and Mendel Beilis had been 
different. Contemplating the extraordinary historical significance of the Holo- 
caust, and recognizing that it might not — almost certainly would not — have 
occurred without Hitler, justifies paying careful attention to Hitler’s personal- 
ity. The same holds for the Bolshevik Revolution and the personalities of 
Lenin and Trotsky. Indeed, however important Bolshevik ideology, I am per- 
suaded that understanding those personalities is finally far more important; 
Marxist ideology, like anti-Semitic ideology, suggested many potential lines of 
development but it did not rigidly determine any single one. 

There were, on the other hand, definite limits to the power of great men. 
“No Hitler, no Holocaust” has an obvious counterpart in “no anti-Semitism, no 
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Holocaust.” Quite aside from the discussion about Hitler’s being a “weak dicta- 
tor,” his goals were finally thwarted. Trotsky, however impressive a personality, 
was perhaps an even greater failure, to a large degree because his ideas about 
the nature of historical reality were no less flawed than Hitler’s. Bolshevik ide- 
ology has been said to exercise much the same kind of intoxicating effect as 
that other profoundly flawed modern ideology, anti-Semitism; it certainly 
could be charged with greater death and destruction, but finally both ideology 
and personality must be carefully evaluated within a nexus of other historical 
factors. 

The ineffably tangled issue of the survival of anti-Semitism cannot be sepa- 
rated from the no less ineffably tangled issue of the survival of the Jews. If 
Jews, in environments of toleration and equitable treatment, are “committing 
suicide” in ever rising numbers, what does that say about the attractions and 
benefits of Jewish separateness, of a specifically Jewish consciousness? Might 
one conclude that it has been oppression that has been most effective in assur- 
ing Jewish separateness and solidarity, rather than the attractions of Jewishness 
in some inherent positive sense, so that once oppression disappears most Jews 
no longer much care about being Jewish — or, stated more precisely, lose sight 
of what it once meant? It is intriguing that the Jewish settlement of Kaifeng, in 
China, which dated back to the Middle Ages, disappeared by the nineteenth 
century, not apparently because of persecution but because of a lack of it. 

An unavoidable question arises, one that cannot be separated from the 
issue of the origin of anti-Semitism: What is the utility or meaning of Jewish 
survival in modern times to a modern, secular consciousness? From a tradi- 
tional religious standpoint, justifications for Jewish survival are obvious and 
coherent, but a solid majority of Jews in the world today, in Europe, in the 
United States, and even in Israel, are not religious in the traditional sense. 
Indeed, a significant proportion of the formally religious are in truth only 
marginally so, or are religious in a way that is difficult to distinguish from what 
is normally understood as culture or ethnicity. 

For non-Jews, even those who are explicitly Christian, age-old justifications 
for Jewish survival retain almost no meaning, beyond the ranks of a minority 
of fundamentalists. If being a Jew is a purely secular matter, an issue of ethnic- 
ity or nationality, how can Jewish survival be considered any more important 
than, say, the survival of the Wends, Byelo—Russians, Chechens, or Croats? In 
the context of a multicultural society such as the United States, why should a 
Jewish ethnicity or cultural style resist blending and “disappearing” any more 
or any longer than the cultural styles of the Germans, Swedes, or Irish? Inter- 
marriage and assimilation have occurred and are occurring in most other 
communities, but do prominent Armenian—American or Japanese—American 
leaders publicly address the issues with such terms as “bloodless Holocaust" 
and “candy-coated poison?” 

There may be consistent and reasonable answers to these questions. If so, it 
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would be useful for them to be more widely articulated by non-religious Jewish 
leaders, who need to explain why so many non-religious Jews seem to believe 
that their case is fundamentally different, not merely another example of the 
change and adaptation that work upon all human communities. As Deborah 
Lipstadt has remarked, “to survive in order simply to survive risks turning our 
tradition into nothing more than ethnic chauvinisn.”>! 

These questions have suggestive connections to the issue of the superiority 
of the Judeo-Christian tradition and, even more broadly, the values of western 
civilization. One’s attitude to that issue has implications for the way that the 
history of Jewish-Gentile relations is understood. Fewer and fewer people 
nowadays believe in the superiority of western civilization; growing numbers of 
those who live both in and outside that civilization consider the West to be 
pernicious, indeed inferior to the cultures of “primitive” peoples, as they used 
to be called, and enduringly alien to the ancient civilizations of Asia. It is cer- 
tainly a fair question if modern Americans, in a self-proclaimed multicultural 
society, can continue to believe that the peoples of the world who do not 
believe in the God of the Bible are morally inferior. And if that belief is not 
tenable, is it justified to make claims for the monotheism and associated 
morality that the Jews believe they have brought to the world? Why indeed 
should Judaism or Christianity survive? Those questions, however awkward, 
cannot be avoided in pondering the issue of the survival of anti-Semitism. 

There are suggestive parallels between the arguments of the anti-Semites, 
who see the Jews as destructive — the very opposite of Jewish self-image and of 
much evidence — and the arguments of those critics who see western civiliza- 
tion as destructive — the very opposite of its own self-image, and also much evi- 
dence. There are further suggestive similarities to the Jewish sense of superior- 
ity (including certain kinds of perfectly measurable Jewish superiority) and 
the envy/hatred it has engendered, on the one hand, and the western sense of 
superiority (including its own kinds of measurable superiority), which has also 
provoked hatred and envy, on the other. 

Jews in modern times have been notably liberal in orientation. Modern Jews, 
as distinguished from those religiously orthodox who reject or denounce the 
freedom and individualism associated with modern times, have favored open- 
ness and liberty, have believed that liberal societies are ones in which Jews will 
prosper. Israel, it is no accident, is a liberal democracy, if also one exhibiting 
some notable aberrations from liberal norms, mostly the result of compromises 
with Orthodox Judaism but also because of the hostility of its Arab neighbors. 
Most Jews in modern nation-states have actively participated in the surrounding 
non-Jewish societies, have willingly sent their children to public schools, and 
have been active politically. But Jewish “suicide” in modern societies has begun 
to put that liberal faith to question, with unforeseeable consequences. 


31 Deborah Lipstadt, “Why Be Jewish?” Moment, vol. 18, no. 4, Aug. 1993, 14. 
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An underlying premise of this work, too, has been liberal, in the sense that 
it has expressed a belief in the value of open, free, and mutually beneficial 
inquiry, one that paradoxically has been weakly represented in many studies of 
modern Jewish history or Gentile-Jewish relations more generally. The turn to 
ethnocentrism that has affected Jews as well as other ethnic groups in the 
United States and elsewhere is perfectly understandable, but like many other 
perfectly understandable phenomena it carries within it potent dangers, in 
particular those next-door neighbors to ethnic identity, tribalism and bigotry. I 
admittedly do not know what a workable balance is between identity and com- 
munity, but it is clear to me that community inevitably demands some loss of 
identity and that identity pushed unthinkingly and uncompromisingly trans- 
forms into tribalism. 

People who want to be part of the same society require a common lan- 
guage, in both the literal and figurative senses; they must hold values that are 
not so widely separated that every action is fraught with misunderstanding and 
danger. Cultural variety can be and has been enriching — but only when the 
will to mutual enrichment and respect exists. The range of shared values must 
be adequate to permit, among ordinary, flawed citizens, a substantial degree 
of mutual comprehension. Hasidic Jews and Black Muslims are simply not 
going to join in a celebration of multiculturalism; they are too committed to a 
belief in the superiority of their own ways — and the evil of others. The ultraleft 
utopianism implicit in the notion that “all people will get along if only they 
know each other” points toward tragedy. Of course a country as large as the 
United States can easily survive with small numbers of fringe separatist groups 
like the hasidim, Black Muslims, Mennonites, or Jehovah’s Witnesses, but if 
the governing or hegemonial culture lacks shared values of adequate attrac- 
tiveness, if its leaders lack the will to understand, compromise, and share cul- 
tural diversity, then it is likely to come to grief - true not only for the United 
States but also other countries, including (and especially) Israel. 

In the Preface I remarked that I would be putting forth for consideration a 
number of problematic or controversial perspectives in the conviction that 
they have not yet received the kind of ample and fair hearing they deserve. A 
reviewer of my previous book commented that one of its main achievements 
was not to reveal events in all their clarity but in all their ambiguity. I would be 
content to receive a similar review of these pages. While I do not think of his- 
tory as incomprehensible, I am time and again impressed with how easily sim- 
plistic versions of it — ones that typically serve emotional need rather than a 
desire for genuine understanding — gain wide credence. My inspiration, if that 
is the word, is captured in the deceptively simple words of a famous Jew, 
Baruch Spinoza: “With regard to human affairs, not to laugh, not to cry, not to 
become indignant, but to understand.” 
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gress Poland; Galicia; Ostjuden, partitions; 
Polish Corridor 

Polish Corridor, 409 

political ant-Semitism. See modern anti-Semt- 
tism 
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politique, 236 : 

pope, 122, 198, 540 

popolan, 469-70 

population (growth, decline, comparative sta- 
ustics): as aspect of rise of Jews, 21-2: com- 
parative Jewish populations, 57-8; Pale, 60, 
63-4; Germany, 106; Jewish ownerships of 
banks, 115; Vienna, 188; Budapest, 189, 264; 
Austria-Hungary, 191-2; France, 208, 211 
(Paris); Britain, 241, 244, 251, 356; Hungary, 
263-4, 267; Russia, 280-1, 287-8; Romania, 
314, 318; Adanta, 385; Jews in British mili- 
tary, 395: population decline in Poland, 396; 
Jews in Russian military, 396-7; casualties at 
the front, 398; war-time movement out of 
Galicia, 406; in Italy, 472. See also immigra- 
tion; rise of the Jews 

populism: in Russia, 67-8; move to Marxism, 
283; Lueger, 339; in U.S., 379-80, in Italy, 
469-70. See also Christian socialism; democ- 
ratic radicalism; Fascism; “little man;” peas- 
ant; socialism 

Posen, 60, 62, 120, 122 

Potter, David, 255 

Pound Era, 391 

powerlessness, 17-18 

Pravda, 430, 431, 445, 454 

Preobrazhensky, Yevgenii, 449 

press: liberal press in hands of Jews, 115-16; 
campaign against Jews, 120-3, oversensitiv- 
ity of Jewish press,138-9, 144; Jewish press 
and Crash of 1873, 193-4; Jewish press in 
eyes of Vogelsang, 199; Catholic press in 
France, 220; anti-Semitic press in France, 
226; popular press in belle €poque, 275; 
Jewish control of in U.S, 302; seen as 
power in Romania, 315; Hearst press, 358; 
Lord Northcliffe, 358; favorable to Jews in 
U.S., 372, 376-7; Jewish press favorable 

to negotiated peace, 402; Russian press 

hails civil equality for Jews, 437; Jewish 
press allegedly makes up Nazi atrocity sto- 
ries, 520-1. See alse Drumont,; Neue Freie 
Presse 
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Preussische Jahrbticher, 132 

“prince of the cranks,” 380 

Pritchard, J. C., 92 

privilege, 201 

“pro-Boers,” 361-2 

Progressive Party (German), 55, 125, 126, 148, 
152; 401. See also liberalism 

proletariat (proletarian, proletarianization): 
Jewish proletariat, 65; and P. Singer, 172; in 
Austria-Hungary, 189; in France, 217-18, 
219; de Mores and, 225-6; in Russia, 282-4, 
importance in war economy, 403, 405; Jew- 
ish-proletarian alliance, 405; as presumed 
beneficiaries of Bolshevik Revolution, 425; 
proletarian revolution, 436, 439-40; rising 
numbers of proletarians among Soviet 
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Lenin; Marx; mass 
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prophetic wadition, 171 

prostitution (prostitutes), 64, 66, 93, 284, 368 

Protektion, 185 

Protestantism (Protestant), 59, 149-50, 155, 
166, 258, 338. See also Luther 

proto-Fascism, 216, 327, 329-30 

proto-Nazism: opening remarks, xiv; in 
Treitschke, 132-3; in Stoecker, 142-3, 
145-6; in Béckel, 155-7; in von Schonerer, 
204—5; in de Morés, 225-6; in Germanic ide- 
ologies, 348-54 

Proudhon, Pierre-Joseph, 166-7 

Provisional Government (Russian), 437-9 

Prussia (Prussian): and Polish partitions, 60; 
and Gennan unification, 110-11, 113-14; 
as Fahrradler, 123; misgivings about 
Prussian leadership, 134; 154; admired by 
Schonerer, 204; compared to French mili- 
tary, 230; Prussophilia of German Jews, 154, 
332, 333; hated by de Lagarde, 350. See also 
Bismarck; Germany; Hohenzollern; Junker; 
Rechtsstaat 

PSI (Partito Socialista Haliano), 465, 469-70, 
476, 484 

psogos, 34-5 

Pulzer, Peter, 119 

Purge Trials, 452, 454 

Purishkevich, 395, 436-7 

Puritans, 258 

Pushkin, 79 

Putsch. See Beer Hall Putsch; Kapp Putsch 


Queiroz, Eca de, 138 

quietism, 7, 17. See also Leidensgeschichte 

Raaben, von, 296 

race (racism, racist): general discussion of, 
70-96; Marxism and, 160-1; Jewish “racial 
solidarity” in Austria-Hungary, 190; Catholic 
opposition to, 198; in Schonerer, 201-5; 
“race” as used by French Jews, 210; appeal 
to the French, 218-19; in Drumont’s 
thought, 225; “four races” of British nation, 
243; racism in Britain, 247; racism in U.S., 
261-2, 376; Jewish racism in Hungary, 266; 
concluding remarks on the issue to Part 
Two, 271; Russian peasants’ lack of racism, 
292; Krushevan’s use of the concept of race, 
293; in Hess, 322; in Herzl, 324; in L. Wolf, 
330; as seen by German Jews, 332; rejected 
by Lagarde, 350; in Chamberlain, 352-3; 
racism in American German Jews, 376; 
Twain’s view of Jewish race, 377; racism 
revived after WW I, 388; negligible racism in 
Italy, 473. See also Disraeli; Hess; Hider; mod- 
ern anti-Semitism; Nazism 

Races of Mankind, 95 

Race Sémitique, 227 


racial anu-Semitism. See modern anti-Semi- 
tism; race 

Radek, Karl, 179, 432, 452, 454 

“radiant days of May,” 475 

Radical Party (France), 216, 217-18, 230, 236 

Radomvslsky (Zinoviev), 430 

railroads, 119, 194, 205, 217, 221 

rape, 291 

“rational” anti-Semitism, 156, 494—5, 523, 527 

ras, 479 

Rasputin, 305, 436 

Rathenau, Walther, 400, 402-4, 410, 483 

Raubal, Geli, 499-500 

Rauschning, Hermann, 492, 493 

Ravich, Norman, 30 

Raw Materials Section, 403-4, 406 

rebbe, 184 

Rebecca, 3, 4, 6 (mother of Esau and Jacob); 
93 (character in Ivanhoe) 

Rechisstaat, 113, 134, 154 

Red Army, 407, 436, 444, 446 

Red Terror, 436, 440-8. See also Cheka 

Reformation, 38-9 

Reform Judaism, 54-5, 123, 258, 261 

Reformjuden, 125 

Reformvereine, 202 

Reichsfeinde, 11] 

Reichskristallnacht, 527 

Reichsrat, 186 

Reichstag, 110, 126, 149 

Reichstag fire, 517 

Reichswehr, 513, 518. See also Hindenburg; 
Junker; military; Prussia 

Reinach, Solomon, 210 

Reinharz, Jehuda, 332 

religion: (its role, power in history): introduc- 
tory remarks, xv-xvii; biblical imagery, 6; in 
eyes of Enlightened thinkers, 41, 65; in Ger- 
man political life, 122-4; as “diseased,” 130, 
161; ambiguous role among Hessian peas- 
ants, 155; as interpreted by Duhring, Marx, 
161; religions in Austria-Hungary, 184; role 
in Britain, U.S., and Hungary compared, 
239; in America, 258; concluding remarks 
on the issue to Part Two, 270; Catholic reli- 
gion and anti-Semitism in Italy, 471; con- 
cluding remarks, 533. See also Catholicism; 
Christianity; fantasy; modern anti-Semitism; 
Orthodox Judaism; Protestantism; Reform 
Judaism; Russian Orthodoxy; ultra-Orthodox 

religious anti-Semitism. See modern anti-Semi- 
tism; religion 

Rembrandt als Erzieher, 348-9, 350 

Renan, Ernst, 87-8, 92, 227 

Renaissance, 89 

reparations, 409-10 

Representative, 380 

Revisionism, 178 

revolution (revolutionary, revolutionaries): in 
Russia, 67-70; revolutionary right, 222; Jews 
as revolutionaries, 284, 285, 388, 398, 401-2, 
423—55; revoluuon in West, 436, 449-50, 
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470; “failed revolution” in Germany, 481-2; 
as seen by Brownshirts, 502; as Gleichschal- 
tung, 515; “second revolution” in Germany, 
517; Jews scen as revolutionaries by itler, 
524. See also biennio rosso, Bolshevik Revolu- 
tion; Bolshevism; destructiveness; French 
Revolution; Lenin; Marx; Permanent Revo- 
lution; Revolution of 1905; Russtan Revolu- 
tion; social democrats; Trotsky 

“revolutionary defeatism,” 401 

Revolution of 1905, 302-5 

“revolver press,” 194. See also press. 
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riot (riots, rioting), 67-9, 377-8, 398-9. See also 
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rise of the Jews: introductory remarks, xix-xx, 
20-3; origins in Poland, 60; in Germany, 
104, 106, 114-16, 132; in Austria-Hungary, 
187-90, 197; in France, 206-13, 215; Zola’s 
concern about, 232; Dreyfusard attitude to, 
235; in U.S., 254, 374; in Hungary, 263-5; 
concluding remarks on the issue to Part 
Two, 271-2; in Russia, 279-82; as seen in 
Russo-Japanese War, 302-4; as aspect of 
Zionism, 330; in Wilhelmine Germany, 331, 
337, in Vienna, 345; in German officer 
corps, 394; in new political power after 
1917, 438; in Italy, 471-3; concluding 
remarks, 532, 533, 537-8. See also “fighting 
back”; population growth; Zionism 

rise of the masses, 276-7. See also mob 

“rising tide” (of anti-Semitism): opening 
remarks, xiv; moderation of prewar anti- 
Semitism, 156-7; confusion of German anti- 
Semites, 333, 334; in regard to Lueger, 348; 
in U.S., 383; after 1914, 387; concluding 
remarks, 506-7. See also “gathering storm’; 
proto-Nazism 

Riskin, Shlomo, 534 

Ritter, Gerhart, 108 

ritual murder, 36, 203, 224, 270, 281, 305 

ritual slaughter (shehita), 226 

robber barons, 194 
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ROhin, Ernst, 502, 503, 517-18, 521. See also 
Brownshirts; Night of the Long Knives 

Romania (Romanian), 119, 263, 292, 306-18 
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Rome (Romans, Roman Enipire), 4-5, 30-3, 
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Ross, E. A., 380 
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Roth, Philip, 16 

Rothschilds: Lionel, 77, 246; Meyer Carl, 103; 
legendary wealth, 115; invited to Vienna by 
Metternich, 188; as symbol of concentrated 
wealth, 201; hated by left-wing Jews, 202; 
financial empire, 212; banquet for Gam- 
betta, 214; and Union générale, 215; works 
in France denouncing them, 221; Dru- 
mont’s accusation of bribery, 225; among 
English millionaires, 241; Nathan, 246, 247; 
visit by Gladstone, 248; efforts to isolate Rus- 
sia, 302; Baron James, 315; debts owed by 
Napoleon III, 315; threaten to leave Vienna 
if Lueger elected, 341; Baron Albert, 344; 
seen as powerful by Hobson, 355; attacked 
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ration to Lord Rothschild, 418; aided 
Cavour, 474. See also conspiracies; financiers; 
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Ruhr, 483, 526 

Rumania. See Romania 
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reactions to war in 1914, 395-7; Trotsky’s 
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Russian history compared to German, 512. 
See also Ostjuden, Pale of Settlement, Russian 
Revolution; social democrat 
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Russian Social Democratic Workers Party, 428. 
See also Bolshevism; Marxism; Mensheviks; 
social democrats 

Russian Revolution, 436-9. See also Bolshevik 
Revolution 
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Russo-Japanese War, 275, 302 
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Sanhedrin. See Great Sanhedrin 
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Sarfatti, Margherita, 465, 467-8, 476, 484 
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financiers; Grinderahre, stock market 
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Schlamperei, 185, 341 
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schools (schooling), 189, 210-11, 214, 275, 285 
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Schutzstaffel (SS), 503, 521 
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science, 79-80, 85-6, 94, 349-51 
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“scramble for Africa,” 358 
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517-18 

secret police, 284, 429, 443, 454 

secularism. See Enlightenment; humanism 
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also nationalism 

self-hatred (“self-hating Jews”): charge against 
Spinoza, Koestler, 20; common in West, 91; 
in Marx, 165-6; in R. Luxemburg, 179; 
Zionist theme, 234-5; charge against Marx- 
ists, 321; in Herzl, 324-5; in Trotsky, 444, 
446-7; charge by Dawidowicz, 509 

self-made men, 261 

Semitism (Semite, Semitentam): compared to 
religious terminology, 6; linguistic origins, 
23, 85-90; used by Marr, 129; used by 
Treitschke, 131; in Bockel, 155; Semitic 
appearance,173; in Austria-Hungary, 190-1, 
196; in Sch6nerer’s thought, 203; applica- 
tion to Toussenel’s thought, 222; Barrés’s 
use of, 223; Drumont’s use of, 225, 260; La 
Race Sémitique, 227; in reference to Disraeli, 
249; in Ist6czy’s proto-Zionism, 269; in Aus- 
tria, 340; in Chamberlain, 354; Karaites not 
Semites, 431. See also Aryan; modern anti- 
Semitism; race 

separatism (Jewish): as viewed by Spinoza, 
Koester, 20; viewed by French revolutionar- 
ies, 47; liberal criticism of, 134—5; as viewed 
by Fourier, 167; as viewed by Lenin, 181; as 
viewed by Lazare, 210; in the U.S., 253-4, 
257, 375; in Russia, 281; in Herzl’s thought, 
324-5; in Galicia, 338; issue in British discus- 
sion of Ostuden, 367, 368; in Anne Frank, 
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also Orthodox Judaism, Ostjuden; Pale of Set- 
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Sephardim (Sephardic): in France, 45-6, 47; 
preoccupation with lineage, 75; seen as 
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ULS., 256; in Romania, 311, 313; in Italy, 
472. See also Ashkenazim 
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sexism, 10 
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shikse, 381 
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shock troops, 266 
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Drumont, 225; and conservative movement 
in France, 234. See also “litude man;” Mittel- 
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Show Trials (Moscow), 452, 454 
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Trotsky’s view of 62-3; contrasted to big 
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Sieg des Judenthums itiber das Germanenthum, 127 
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in Habsburg Empire, 183, 184, 191, 195-6 

Slavophiles, 281. See also nauonalism 
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ries, 82-3; in relation to Jews, 92-3, 95; in 
Marr 130; in Bebel’s words, 173; and French 
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social democrats: in Germany, 134, 143, 147-8, 
152, 169-74, 177-80, 273-4, 276, 393-4. 
482, 512: in Austria, 175-7, 196, 203, 339; in 
Russia, 181, 428-9; attitude to Lueger, 346; 
in Poland, 442. See also Bolsheviks; Russian 
Social Democratic Workers Party; socialism; 
SPD 

socialism (socialists): Jewish attraction to, 14; 
overview, 158-180; French socialist victories 
in 1893, 230; Jaurés, 233; and Zionists, 329; 
municipal socialism in Vienna, 342-3; and 
WW I, 393-4; French socialists and Bloc 
national, 435; Italian Socialist Party (PSI), 
465, 469-70. See also anarchism; Marxism; 
SFIO; social democrats 
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Spanish-American War, 358, 372 
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SPD (Sozialdemokratische Partet Deutschlands): 
denounced by Wilhelm H, 134; seen as main 
problem by Stoecker, 143; supported work- 
ing masses, 147-8; attitudes to Jews, 152, 
169-74, 175-80; emerges from oudawed sta- 
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rats 
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SS. See Schutzstaffel 

“stab in the back,” 410 

Stadt ohne Juden, 135n 

Stahl, Julius, 125 

Stalin, Josef: condemns Bauer’s ideas, 181; sug- 
gests a “pogrom” in the party, 428-9; stature 
in party before 1921, 432; his alleged anti- 
Semitism, 448-9, 452-5; power struggle, 
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State Department (U.S.), 417-18 
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Rechtsstaat, Treitschke 
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Stern, Fritz, 276, 347 
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stock market, 119, 120-1, 144, 194, 215, 362. 
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Talmud: injunction to kill best Gentiles, 36; 
separausm from idolators, 38; criticized by 
Enlightenment, 42; caused “degeneration” 
of Jews, 43; ignored by Mendelssohn, 44; 
wickedness of Jews partially due to, 46; pro- 
toracism in, 72-3; and Noachian Laws, 
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Tannenberg, 396 
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thermidorian, 449 
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146, 184, 250 

Trentino, 473 
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em prophet, 171; contempt for U.S., 257; 
on Romania, 307; described as “revolution- 
ary genius,” 423, 446; sees Jews as unrevolu- 
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“major figure” in Russian Revolution, 430; 
denounced by Palmer, 435; leads attack on 
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438; criticizes overrepresentation of Jews in 
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446-8; power struggle with Stalin, 448-53; as 
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234. See also“ Dormant Period” 
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Preliminary Remarks 


The following text is a summary of six books written by Hervé Ryssen, 
published between 2005 and 2010, constituting the most important 
study on the Jewish mind ever published. All the quotations that you 
are about to read are precisely referenced in at least one of these books. 


The present booklet consists for the most part of quotations from 
famous authors, with particular emphasis on well-known films. The 
number of references is nevertheless sufficient to enable the reader to 
observe the extraordinary homogeneity of Jewish cosmopolitan 
thought, over the centuries and across all borders. 


I 
The Jewish Identity 


The Jews are scattered over all the countries of the world, on all five 
continents, but they reside principally in ethnically European countries. 
Most of them are of “Ashkenazi” origin, that is, from Central and 
Eastern Europe, which they left in successive waves starting at the end 
of the 19th century. A minority, also scattered over the entire surface of 
the globe, come from the Mediterranean basin: these are the so-called 
“Sephardic” Jews. But there are also a few black Jews in Ethiopia, 
called Fallashas, as well as Jews in India and China, for example, who 
claim to be “perfectly well integrated”. The Jews are not, therefore, a 
race. 

Judaism is not only not a religion — or not only — since many Jews 
declare themselves atheists; and are nonetheless no less “Jewish” for it. 
Marxist Jews in particular, who form the ruling elite in Western 
countries, are fanatical militants for atheism, according to the doctrines 
invented by one of their own: Karl Marx. 

What, then, is Judaism? Let us ask Nahum Goldman, founder of the 
World Jewish Congress. From 1956 to 1968, Nahum Goldman was 
both President of the World Jewish Congress and President of the 
World Zionist Organisation. In 1976, he published a book entitled The 
Jewish Paradox. When someone asked him for his definition of 
Judaism, Nahum Goldman replied: “There is no entirely satisfactory 
definition... I remember having spoken at a conference when I was a 
student, during which I proposed more than twenty definitions: 
Judaism is a religion, a people, a nation, a cultural community, etc. No 
one definition is absolutely correct.” 

All the Jewish intellectuals who have approached the problem 
respond in the same way: Judaism, they invariably say, is an “enigma”’, 
a “mystery”. These terms reappear regularly in nearly all Jewish 
writings. “The Jewish people do not know what they are’’, wrote the 
philosopher Alain Finkelkraut (The Imaginary Jew). They are “an 
enigma to the contemporary mind” (Bernard-Henry Levy); they are a 
“mystery”, a “deeply distressing phenomenon” (Jean Daniel); “The 
Jews have been a living question mark to their surroundings for two 
thousand years” (André Glucksmann). 


And all this — they think — despite the fact that they are supposed to 
be “God’s Chosen People’. While this doesn’t mean a lot to a goy, it is 
of utmost importance to a Jew. 


“Perfectly Well Integrated” 


Jews almost always claim to be “perfectly well integrated” into the 
countries in which they live, and they usually declare themselves to be 
“patriots”. Their own statements nevertheless indicate that, behind a 
facade of national identity, they continue to feel very Jewish, 
profoundly concerned with the interests of the Jewish community and 
the State of Israel. 

In 1968, Bernard-Henry Levy, a well-known “French” philosopher 
who is very fond of media hype, declared, with regards to his book 
entitled The French Ideology — which was intended to make the French 
feel guilty — that: “J am a “Frenchman and, as a Frenchman, like no 
other French philosopher, I took the risk of conducting this inquiry into 
black France’. Twenty years later, in another book entitled 
“Recidivists”, published in 2004, he wrote that he felt “an extreme 
attachment to Israel... Iam a Jew, of course, through my link to Israel. 
Iam a Jew when, like all the world’s Jews, my heart beats in unison 
with those of the threatened Israelis”. And he continues: “J am a Jew, I 
am a Jew through every fibre of my being. Iam a Jew through my slips 
of the tongue. Iam a Jew for the alimentary rules which I have imposed 
upon myself... I am a Jew through my writing style... I am a Jew 
through this invisible pact which links me to the Jews of the whole 
world... I am a Jew through my Messianic patience.” Examples of this 
kind are not hard to find, since nearly all Jewish intellectuals have 
expressed this same paradox in the same terms. The word “paradox” 
reappears regularly in the writings of all Jewish intellectuals, all over 
the world, throughout all history: this is not an accident. 


Assimilation or Dissimulation? 


The Jews have long been accustomed to adopt the dress of the people 
amongst whom they live. They speak the language of the country 
without foreign accent; they appear to adopt the local mores and 
customs. But they live in a world of their own, cut off from the world 
of goyim — “cattle”, “non-Jews”. They conceal themselves beneath 
borrowed identities for centuries, wearing the identity of their host 


peoples by day and becoming Jews again at night. 

Many Jews change their names or transform their original family 
names, mimicking the local language. Thus, “Minkowski” becomes 
“Minc”; “Shapiro” becomes “Chapiraud” or “Chapier”. The make-up 
job may be exaggerated to a greater or lesser degree: “Aaron” becomes 
“Nora’’, “Nussenbaum” becomes “Rochebrune”’. 

The actor Kirk Douglas (”Demsky”’) preferred a Scottish name. The 
head of the French diplomatic service under President Sarkozy, Jean- 
David Levitt, is obviously a “Levi”. 


Jewish Solidarity 


The Jews exhibit an instinctive solidarity with their own people. This 
inclination is easily verified in the praises heaped by journalists upon 
Jewish artists and writers, whom they never hesitate to describe as “a 
genius”, their work as “sublime”, “incomparable”, etc. We are all, in 
fact, well aware of the tendency of Jewish intellectuals to cry “genius!” 
upon the discovery of almost any work by a fellow Jew. 

Thus it is that second-rate writers like Philip Roth, Imre Kertesz, 
Yasmira Reza or Jonathan Littell are elevated to the rank of “geniuses 
of humanity’, raking in literary prizes in the process. Kafka, of course, 
becomes “the greatest writer in German history’, while Vassili 
Grossman becomes “the Tolstoy of the twentieth century’. Ironically, it 
is precisely through this very tendency to heap exaggerated praise on 
each other that we infallibly recognise Jewish journalists behind their 
pilfered cognomens. 

The famous writer Elie Wiesel heartily confirms the notion that the 
Jews are a nation apart, and that it is correct to consider them 
“strangers” living amongst “other peoples’. In his book, Testament of 
a Murdered Jewish Poet (1980), he writes explicitly: “Between a 
Moroccan businessman and a chemist from Chicago, a rag dealer from 
Lodz, and an industrialist from Lyon, a kabbalist from Safed and an 
intellectual from Minsk, there is a deeper, more substantial blood 
relationship than between two citizens of the same country, the same 
city and the same profession. A Jew is never alone”. 


A Community Closed upon Itself 


The Jews have always avoided mixing with the goyim. This is how they 
have always managed to survive over the centuries and persist where 


other civilizations have disappeared forever. The struggle against 
mixed marriages, in particular, is a constant priority. The Prime 
Minister of Israel, Golda Meir, declared: 

“The greatest danger threatening Jewish life comes not from anti- 
Semitism or persecution, but from assimilation and mixed marriages”. 
Jewish intellectuals often repeat this slogan: the number of mixed 
marriages each year amounts to “several trainloads departing for 
Auschwitz”. Rabbis never tire of warning young Jews against this 
plague, while attempting to obtain from them the solemn promise to 
marry only another Jew. 

On the other hand, it is very difficult for a goy to convert to 
Judaism. When a non-Jew wants to convert, it is the custom to 
discourage him, snub him, make him feel unwelcome. It is always 
simpler for a goyische woman to marry a Jew. 

Jews live in the constant shadow of their own ghetto, associating 
with fellow Jews almost exclusively. 

“The ghetto is historically a Jewish invention”, writes Nahum 
Goldman. “Jt is incorrect to say that the goyim forced the Jews to 
separate themselves from their societies. By the time the Christians 
even noticed the existence of the ghettoes, the Jews were already living 
there.” This same truth has been expressed by many other Jews as well 
(see our History of Anti-Semitism, 2010). 

In a book published in 1982 and prefaced by the Grand Rabbi of 
France, Ernest Gugenheim expresses this feeling of belonging: “/srael 
forms a united body into which its members are firmly welded”. Nahum 
Goldman cites the famous verse from the Talmud: “One single Jew is 
like all of Judaism’. This is why Jewish intellectuals often write “the 
Jew” to speak of the Jews. 

Endogamous marriage is one reason for the amazing similarity in 
the facial characteristics of Jews all over the world. The very influential 
Alain Minc, for example, bears a very close resemblance to Paul 
Wolfowitz, one of the “hawks” in the American government during the 
Second Iraq War (2003). Elie Wiesel father bore an extraordinary 
resemblance to that of Bela Kun (Cohen), the leader of the Communist 
Revolution in Hungary in 1919. This explains the clichés observable in 
all “anti-Semitic cartoons” — particularly, cartoons published before 
WWII, when there was no plastic surgery and mixed marriages were 
less common. 

In actual fact, however, the lugubrious warnings against mixed 
marriages issued by Jewish leaders the world over fail to prevent a 
significant number of Jews from marrying goyim. Sometimes their 
children are as Jewish as their parents, at least in spirit; but sometimes 


their Jewishness is lost, sometimes in the very first generation, if not 
later — a fact which fills the rabbis with anguish. 


The Jewish Mission 


The Jewish people consider themselves the bearers of a project 
governing humanity as a whole, a grandiose project which they have 
pursued for centuries, through and despite everything: the instauration 
on earth of universal and lasting peace. The notion of “peace”, in fact, 
lies at the very heart of Judaism: it is not by chance that this one word 
(“shalom”’, in Hebrew) appears so frequently in the speech of all Jews, 
all over the world. It is not just a religious concept — one of a belief in 
God’s work in a distant future — but of a guiding principle which 
determines the commitments of Jews on a daily basis. It is in fact the 
Jews themselves, who, through their work, their actions, their 
involvement in politics, work each day for the construction of this 
“peace”. 

In the perfect world which they believe they are creating, all 
conflict will have completely vanished from the face of the earth — 
particularly, conflict between nations. That is why, wherever they 
settle, Jews militate ceaselessly and untiringly for the elimination of all 
borders and the breakdown of all national identity. Nation states are the 
cause of war and disorder; they must, therefore, be hollowed out from 
within and without, and — in the long run — eliminated entirely, replaced 
by World Government, solely capable of bringing about the reign of 
human felicity and endless prosperity on Earth. 

The aim is to unify the world by all means possible, levelling all 
cultural differences, which are believed to be the source of conflict. 
Jewish intellectuals, all over the world, work without letup for this 
ideal. Whether Left or Right, Marxist or liberal, believers or atheists, 
Zionists or “perfectly integrated”, Jews are the world’s most fervent 
advocates of this messianic global empire. 

Judaism is, therefore, essentially a universalist political project, the 
objective of which is the unification of the world, as the prelude to 
global pacification. It is a long, difficult job, they admit, but the Jews 
are absolutely convinced that they can succeed in achieving this aim, 
obsessed, as they are, with the “Mission” entrusted to them by God. Or 
as the prophet Isaiah puts it: “The wolf will live with the lamb, the 
leopard will lie down with the goat, the calf and the lion and the 
yearling together, and a little child will lead them...” (Isaiah, XI, 6-9). 

Contrary to Christianity or Islam, the Jews do not intend to convert 


others to Judaism; rather, the intend simply to persuade them to 
renounce their religion, their race, their identity, their family and all 
their traditions, in the name of “Humanity”, and “Human Rights”. This 
Global Empire, in fact, can only be built upon the ruins of great 
civilizations, using the human detritus produced by so-called 
“democratic societies” and the capitalist system. 

“Cosmopolitan” (i.e., Jewish) propaganda always aims at the 
dissolution of all ancestral values and identities, so as to eliminate the 
supposed “sources of conflict between men”. The Jews militate 
continually towards this goal. The Jews are a people of propagandists. 
It is not an accident that they have been highly successful in all of our 
contemporary media-obsessed “democratic” societies. When only the 
remaining Jews on Earth shall have preserved their faith and traditions, 
only then will they be finally recognised by all as “God’s Chosen 
People”. Only then will their long-awaited Messiah finally arrive and 
re-establish “the Kingdom of David”. 

This Messianic “Waiting for Godeau” is the driving force of 
Judaism, since it obliges every Jew to struggle actively to “hasten the 
coming of the Messiah” (this is a very common expression). It is from 
this Messianic tension that the Jews derive their strength and energy. It 
is in fact the Jews themselves who, through heir militancy, their 
untiring egalitarian propaganda in favour of a “world without borders”, 
are fated to establish the world of “peace” to hasten the arrival of the 
Messiah. 


Human Rights 


The concept of “Human Rights” is a very effective weapon in 
advancing the idea of “world unification”. The “father” of the 
“Universal Declaration of Human Rights”, in 1948, was a certain René 
Cassin. It was he who was responsible for establishing the Constitution 
of the French Fifth Republic after the return of Charles de Gaulle in 
1958. René Cassin was the President of the European Court of Human 
Rights, and was awarded the Nobel Prize in 1968. He was also a doctor 
honoris causa of the Hebrew University of Jerusalem and President of 
the Universal Israelite Alliance from 1943 until his death in 1976. 
“Human Rights”, he said, are a “laicisation of the principles of 
Judaism”. This was confirmed by Grand Rabbi Jacob Kaplan: “To find 
the seminal sources of [the French Revolution of] 1789, one must go 
back beyond classical antiquity, to the Bible, the Torah and the 
prophets”. Rene Cassin also envisaged a sort of “Universal Ministry of 
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Education”. These projects were only concretised after the war, through 
the creation of UNESCO. 


The Jews and “Humanity” 


It is interesting to note that Jewish intellectuals — who are always 
talking about “Humanity” — instinctively confuse themselves — the Jews 
— with “Humanity”. Elie Wiesel writes as follows: “To save our people, 
we must save all of humanity”. Kafka said, “Whosoever strikes a Jew 
knocks all of humanity to the ground”. Nahum Goldman expressed the 
same idea this way: “Jt is in the interests of all of humanity that the 
Jewish people must not disappear’, he said, since the Jews are the 
bearer of “values which concern all of humanity”. 

In his book Five New Lectures on the Talmud (1977) the 
philosopher Emmanuel Levinas projects Jewish singularity onto a 
universal level, and speaks of “the suffering of Israel as universal 
suffering”. 

Jacques Attali says the same thing in The Jews, The World and 
Money (2002): “A misfortune for the Jewish people is a misfortune for 
all men’, taking the same logic even further: “The disappearance of the 
Temple was also a tragedy for all non-Jews, since the Hebrews prayed 
for them: they know not what they have lost’. 

Elie Wiesel was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in late 1986. In his 
“Oslo Speech”, pronounced on this occasion, he spoke — as was his 
custom — of “Hope”, of “Humanity” and “Peace” on Earth: “Jewish 
suffering should be of concern to all of humanity. The day will come 
when crimes against the Jews will be considered crimes against 
humanity, and crimes against humanity as crimes against the Jewish 
people’. Under these conditions, “anti-Semitism” is not just a “Jewish 
matter”: it is a matter of concern to “Everyone”. 


Esperanto 


The elimination of borders is an ideal to be attained, but the “open” 
society will only be viable on the condition of the annihilation of all 
instincts of race and local characteristics. The “pure races” must be 
“mixed” to dissolve all feeling of identity, which is considered likely to 
engender the resurgence of “Nationalism”. Languages themselves must 
disappear, to the benefit of one single common language. 

This was the great ambition of Louis Lazaré Zamenhof. A young 
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man descended from the Jewish aristocracy of Poland, his entire life 
was dedicated, from a very early age, to the invention of a language 
which was to be understood by everyone, based on common roots from 
most of the wide-spread languages. 

This dream led to the publication of the founding work of 
Esperanto, Fundamento de Esperanto in 1887. Zamenhof explained: “Jf 
I were not a Jew from the ghetto, the idea of uniting humanity either 
would never have entered my mind, or would not have obsessed me so 
obstinately throughout my entire life’. And he repeated: “My 
Jewishness was the principal cause for which I dedicated myself to one 
idea and to an essential dream, from my youngest childhood, the dream 
of uniting humanity.” 
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II 


Cosmopolitan Propaganda 


There are different ways to “pacify” men and nations. Carpet bombing, 
or Soviet totalitarianism, is one way. But “liberal democracy” and the 
“consumer society” work much better. 


The Advocacy of Race-Mixing and the “Open Society” 


Jews have always encouraged immigration into all the countries in 
which they have ever settled, not just because a multicultural society 
corresponds to their politico-religious plans, but also because the 
resulting dissolution of national identity protects them from any 
“nationalistic” upheavals. All Jewish intellectuals — absolutely without 
exception — are focused on this question of the “plural” society and are 
obsessed with ceaseless “anti-racist vigilance”, regardless of any other 
political differences. Immigration from the Third World is thus 
presented as “an economic necessity”, an “indispensable contribution’’, 
an “extraordinary enrichment’, etc. 

Jewish intellectuals exhibit a certain characteristic inclination 
towards enormous untruths. They will tell you, for example, that 
immigration hasn’t really increased at all; on the contrary, it has never 
been so low! This inclination to treat the goyim like a load of simple- 
minded fools is called “chutzpah” (pronounced with a German-style 
guttural “r”’). The demographer Gerard Noiriel, the essayist Guy 
Sorman, the sociologist Edgar Morin (Nahoum), the philosopher Alain 
Finkelkraut and diplomat Stephane Hessel, for example, became 
famous for these little exercises. 

To the general public, this unceasing, indefatigable, planetary 
propaganda is most obvious in film production. All Jewish film 
producers have released at least one or more films advocating race- 
mixing and the “multicultural society”. Just watch the films by Claude 
Longmann, known as “Berri” (One Stays, The Other Leaves); Matthieu 
Kassovitz (Café au lait, White Nightmare); Claude Lelouch (/tinerary 
of a Spoilt Child; Smic Smac Smoc), Francois Luciani (The Man Who 
Came from Somewhere Else) Edouard Molinaro (The Hearts of Men), 
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Gerard Oury — at the end of The Adventures of Rabbi Jacob, the Arab 
Slimane, naturally, marries Pivert’s daughter — Robert Guédignan 
(Where the Heart Is). Guédignan also produced Marius and Jeanette, in 
which the main character, Jeanette, lives alone in Marseilles with her 
two children, fathered by two different men. The older daughter has 
been duped by a cad who deserted her — a white man (naturally) — 
while her 12-year old is an African half-caste who “works very well at 
school’, etc. 

Renaud Cohen is a small-time producer, but his film Once We 
Grow Up (2001) is rather eloquent: the main character, Simon Dadoun, 
is a thirty-year old Jewish journalist. He breaks up with his girl friend 
(a goy) and meets a Sephardic Jewess, like himself. The French, by 
contrast, are depicted as much inclined towards race-mixing: Both of 
Simon Dadoun’s friends, in fact, are interracially married: one to an 
Asian, the other to a Senegalese. The same film also defends lesbianism 
— again — ina highly “multicultural” context. 

Or just watch the films by Bernard Stora (Another Life), Giles 
Pacquet-Brenner (Gomez and Tavares), Daniel Vignes (Fatou from 
Mali), Dominique Baron (The Tress of Aminata), Cedric Kahn (Too 
Much Happiness), Nicolas Ribowski (Perigord Noir), etc. In The 
Enchanted Parentheses (1999), by Michael Spinosa, the French are 
once again depicted as fated to mate with Blacks and Orientals. The 
producer also depicts adultery, Marxism, feminism, etc., with great 
indulgence. 

“American” Jewish film producers are obsessed with these same 
things as well. You really must see films like Roland Emmerich’s (The 
Day After Tomorrow, 2004), or Marc Forster’s (Monster’s Ball). In 
Love Field (1993), Jonathan Kaplan tells the story of a beautiful blonde 
who leaves her idiot of a husband and falls in love with a Black. 

In Guess Who’s Coming to Dinner (1967), a young beauty 
introduces her husband to her parents. Her husband is a Black, likeable, 
cultured, intelligent. His natural charm and niceness overcome the 
instinctive and vicious mistrust of her bourgeois white parents. The 
film, by Stanley Kramer, naturally won ten Oscar nominations. 

You can go much further back than that if you wish: West Side 
Story, by Robert Wise (1961), is a musical propaganda film in favour 
of the “multicultural society”. In 1950, No Way Out told the story of a 
black intern in a hospital. It was a plea against “racism” by Joseph 
Mankiewicz. 

Today, early in the 21st century, this propaganda is becoming even 
more extreme. The television series “Life’s So Sweet” shows young 
white women mating with Blacks, while young white men are depicted 
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as homosexuals. 

All the screen plays for the films listed above were written by 
Olivier Schulzinger; in fact, any time you see a white woman paired off 
with a Negro on the screen, you can be very sure that you’re watching 
something produced by the “Chosen Ones”. As we can easily see, the 
Jews are totally obsessed with race-mixing and ethnic mixing; but one 
must, of course, bear in mind that this “/ine of goods” is intended for 
“export only”. 


Making Whites Feel Guilty 


“Cosmopolitan” film producers work untiringly to make Europeans feel 
profoundly guilty for their past, to make them ashamed of what they 
are. All these incessant “sensitisation” campaigns on topics like 
“slavery”, “colonialism”, the “looting of the Third World”, “global 
warming”, “Auschwitz”, etc., have one object — and one object only — 
and that is to bring about the advent of world government. 

In “cosmopolitan” Jewish cinema, psychopaths and villains are 
invariably depicted as possessing typically Nordic traits, complete with 
blonde hair and blue eyes. This is not an accident. In The Crimson 
Rivers (2000), for example, Matthieu Kassovitz shows us dangerous 
“neo-Nazis” torturing and massacring innocent people. 

Six-Pack (1999) is a film by Alain Berberian: a Parisian 
commissioner of police is anxious to capture a serial killer who has 
already killed and mutilated five young women. The “bad guys” (the 
chief of police, the psychopath) are played by Nordics, while the “good 
guys” (Commissioner Nathan, Inspector Saul), are, once again, are 
played by very typical Mediterranean-types. 

“American” film directors are animated by all these same hatreds. 
In Panic Room (2001), by David Fincher, three criminals break into a 
house. The gang leader is a white man, a very frightening, 
unpredictable, highly nervous person, who ends up with a bullet in the 
head. The second criminal — another white man — seems very calm, but 
is, in reality, an extremely dangerous psychopath and “mad-dog killer’. 
The third, a Negro, is intelligent and humane. None of this is by 
accident. 

See Runaway Jury, by Garry Fleder; The Green Line, by Frank 
“Darabont”; Fatal Obsession, by Jonathan Kaplan; Ragtime, by Milos 
Forman; or Barton Fink, by the Cohen Brothers, and you will see that 
the “bad guys” are systematically depicted as white men, and white 
men only. In Cop Land (1995), by the extremely sly James “Mangold” 
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(Goldman), the “bad guys” are all white cops, while on the other side of 
the river, in New York, the “multiracial” police are portrayed with the 
greatest sympathy. 

In the comedy entitled Addams Family Values (1993) the characters 
whom the audience initially mistakes for the “bad guys” — real villains 
—are, in fact, very nice (with very black hair), while the “bad guys” are 
invariably blonde-haired children. The film is by Barry Sonnenfeld. 

Mississippi Burning (1988) by Alan Parker, is an attack on the Ku 
Klux Klan. In a little village in the southern United States, the whites 
are all bigoted, racially-prejudiced cowards, narrow-minded, evil, and 
downright contemptible. The women are depicted as intimidated, 
bullied into submission, dreaming only of escape. 

In Alien 3 (1992), a space ship crashes on a planet where the 
“Company” once built a penitentiary for dangerous criminals: killers, 
rapists, and psychopaths. The “bad guys” attempting to rape the heroine 
are, of course, all white, while the “good guy” who rescues her from 
this terrifying predicament is a huge Negro, the only mentally-balanced 
person among the prisoners: he’s the boss. This film was also produced 
by an “alien”: David Fincher. 

In the 1960s, Jewish film makers did everything they could to make 
white people feel guilty. Just watch films like In the Heat of the Night 
(1967), by Normal Jewison (who won five Oscars for it), The Cardinal 
(1963), by Otto Preminger or Wild River by Elia Kazan (1960). 

In Betrayed (USA, 1989), Constantin Costa-Gavras denounces the 
paramilitary militia of the American “Extreme Right”: a beautiful 
young FBI agent, a woman, is ordered to infiltrate them. The main 
villain, “Gary”, falls quickly in love with her, and reveals his true 
nature as a dangerous psychopath with blue eyes. The “Right-Wing” 
militia groups, we learn, are supported by powerful financiers and 
major political figures! 

Harping on this same ridiculous theme of “Fascism in the Service 
of Big Money” is a characteristic of several other films. 

In The Inheritor, by Philippe Labro (France, 1972), the hero (Jean- 
Paul Belmondo) returns to the USA to inherit an industrial empire. He 
discovers that his father had been murdered by his father-in-law, the 
director of an industrial group who is also the financier behind a “neo- 
Fascist” party. At least that’s what the director — (Jacques Lanzmann) 
would like to have us to believe... 

In A Billion Dollars (France, 1981), a journalist discovers that GT1, 
a multinational corporation, worked for the Nazis. Since his boss 
refuses to continue the inquiry, the journalist goes into hiding and 
article is published by a small local newspaper. The big newspapers, of 
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course, are entirely controlled by “fascists”. The film is by Henri 
Verneuil (Achod Malakian), who was not a “fascist”... This is what is 
called “accusatory inversion’, i.e., “Freudian projection”. 


Destroy the Local Elites 


“Cosmopolitan” propaganda is always aimed at destroying all local 
elites, whatever and wherever they are: encouraging the workers to 
revolt against their employers, the peasants against the lords. All 
authority is discredited, ancestral traditions are bespattered and 
ridiculed, and the “bourgeoisie” and “aristocrats” are always depicted 
in the darkest colours. 

The Dead Poets Society was filmed in 1990. The film shows us an 
elite boarding school in the USA, an old and noble institution intended 
for the sons of high society. A literature professor upsets the lives of 
the students and dynamites the “dusty old values” of these “narrow- 
minded Christians”. This film, which invites us to reject traditions and 
norms, was directed by Peter Weir. 

This is also the message of a film called School Ties by Robert 
Mandel (1992): The main character, “David Greene” joins one of the 
most prestigious preparatory schools in New England. His athletic and 
intellectual talents naturally make him the star of the institution in a 
few weeks. But to be accepted by his wealthy schoolmates, filled with 
anti-Semitic prejudice, and gain the love of a young girl from a good 
family, he is compelled to hide his Jewishness... until one day the truth 
explodes. At this moment, we understand that Christians are truly filthy 
people. 

In the same genre, Marin Karmitz’s film, Blow for Blow (1971) is 
in the same genre: in a confectionary factory, the workers suffer 
intolerable and infernal working hours and conditions. A wildcat strike 
breaks out: the boss, kidnapped, humiliated and intimidated, is forced 
to capitulate. Like many of his fellow-Jews, Marin Karmitz made the 
transition from “Far-Left” to “Hard” “Liberal Right” early in the 21st 
century: the only problem now is how to “consolidate” the “multiracial 
society”. 

The aggressiveness of cosmopolitan Jewish directors against the 
European world finds expression once again in The Servant (1963): a 
young English aristocrat, full of arrogance, hires a domestic servant in 
his service. The aristocrat quickly plunges into alcoholism and 
decadence, while the servant, highly dignified, comes to exercise an 
increasingly greater domination over his master. This tendency 
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systematically to gravitate towards “inverted values” is very typical of 
the Hebraic mentality. The film is by Joseph Losey, based on a 
screenplay by Harold Pinter (Nobel Prize for Literature in 2005), who 
succeeded his fellow-Jew Elfriede Jelink. 

The Middle Ages are always depicted in the darkest colours. We 
are told that the lords were always wicked and cruel: see The War Lord 
(USA, 1965). In the 11th century, the local lord notices a young peasant 
girl while out hunting. She is engaged to be married, and just as they 
are about to celebrate their nuptials, the lord enforces his jus primae 
noctis (an invention of French republicans in the 19th century). The 
film is by Franklin Schaffner. 

The producer Rob Cohen manipulates the same story in his way in 
a “multicultural” sense in the film Medieval (USA, 2009): this is the 
story of a monk, a knight, a samurai, a Zulu, an Arab, a gypsy and a 
Viking — all in the Middle Ages! 

The same contempt for traditional civilization may also be found in 
amusing cartoons, like Shrek (USA, 2001), set, once again. “Shrek” is a 
gentle, lovable ogre who lives in a remote forest. He confronts a 
dreadful dragon and rescues a beautiful princess. The king is a 
stubborn, ridiculous nabob (which is not in the European tradition at 
all) who wants to marry the princess, too, but Shrek, who has fallen in 
love with her, saves her from the coerced match in the cathedral in 
which the marriage is to be celebrated. The smashing of the stained 
glass window of the cathedral by the dragon, who forces his way 
inside, interrupting the forced nuptials, is supposed to be “symbolic”. 
Directed by Ted Elliott. 

The Truman Show (USA, 1998) is a typical film: Truman is a man 
who is unaware that he only the unsuspecting star of a TV show. His 
surroundings are nothing but a set. All the people around him are 
actors, and he is the only one who doesn’t know it. The director’s 
intention was attack the papier maché society which serves as the stage 
set for Truman’s life: its hypocrisy, its false happiness. This 
hypocritical society is a WASP society in which there are no drugs, no 
delinquency, no porn. In escaping from this world which is “closed, 
fragile, closed on itself’, Truman experiences the joys of indiscriminate 
sex, drugs and ethnic chaos. One could hardly expect any different 
from the director of the Dead Poets Society, Peter Weir. 

“Cosmopolitan” film makers do not just attack European culture 
alone. Wherever Jews settle, they set about to undermine, mock, 
ridicule and attack all local elites so as to replace them. 

Here is a “Tamil” film: 4 Donkey in the Brahmin Ghetto (India, 
1977). A donkey sneaks into a village enclave reserved for the superior 


18 


caste of Brahmins and is adopted as a mascot. The donkey induces 
miraculous visions in the priests, and the animal quickly becomes an 
object of veneration. This sarcastic film is signed “John Abraham”, no 
doubt a pure-blooded “Tamil”. 

Or take a look at Ankur [“The Seedling’”’] (India, 1974): in an Indian 
village, a peasant woman, servant to a property owner, is seduced by 
her patron. The patron commits a number of serious crimes against the 
peasants with impunity, but revolt is brewing... Shyam Benegal, the 
director, is, of course, a “Hindu’’. 

Judaism, we see, is a dissolving force in all nations in which it is 
introduced. The Jews like to “break down barriers’’, “shatter taboos”’, 
as they themselves very often say. Nahum Goldman, the founder of the 
World Jewish Congress, wrote very explicitly, “This is the way it is: 
Jews are revolutionaries for other peoples, but not for themselves”. 


Anti-Christianity 


Jewish worldwide cinema is also characterised by an anti-Christian 
messages. In television or at the cinema, Christians, and Catholics in 
particular, are most often depicted as bigots, narrow-minded and 
intolerant, even rapists and murderers. The Catholic clergy is regularly 
depicted as a haven for sadists and perverts of all stripes. 

In Crimson Rivers (2003), a network of dangerous, terribly well 
organized, “neo-Nazis” has been detected. They set up their general 
headquarters in a monastery in Lorraine, linked by underground tunnels 
to the Maginot Line. The monks, who are fighting for a “White 
Christian Europe”, are in contact with highly placed European 
personages undermining the established order: they are everywhere, 
they own everything, but they are invisible. The film is signed Olivier 
Dahan. 

Jean-Jacques Annaud’s beautiful film, Zhe Name of the Rose 
(France, 1986), is taken from a novel by the world-famous Italian 
author Umberto Eco: the film is a crime drama set in a monastery in 
Northern Italy in the early 14th century. The film is littered with 
medieval clichés: all the monks, without exception, are abnormal. They 
grease their palms off the peasants who bring them their miserable 
harvests, while the peasants live in the filth and garbage tossed to them 
by the monks. The Catholic Church from top to bottom is just a 
perversion: the monks keep people in servitude and fear of the Devil, 
while jealously guarding the marvels contained in their Greek books 
which threaten to destabilise their power. Of course, it all ends up in 
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torture and the stake. The film was produced with the collaboration of 
Jacques Le Goff, an historian of the Marxist school. If anyone cares to 
take a non-Marxist glimpse at the magnificent epoch which was the 
Middle Ages, one should read the short book by Regine Permond 
entitled Pour en Finir avec le Moyen Age (“Finishing Off the Middle 
Ages’’), (1977). Let us note that at no time during the entire film is there 
any question of a rose... The title is obviously intended for initiates in 
the Kabbala; in this regard, we note that the author of this tale, 
Umberto Eco, in 2005, also wrote the preface to a book entitled 
Messianic Mystics, in which he establishes a parallel between Hebraic 
messianism and Marxism. 

Among Jewish American directors, anti-Christian hatred is 
expressed in the same manner. In Seven (1995), a Catholic sex pervert 
has undertaken to commit seven murders symbolizing his hatred of the 
seven capital sins: a film by David Fincher. 

In The Shawshank Redemption (1994), the prison warden turns out 
to be the real villain; at the same time, of course, he is a very pious 
Christian. The film is signed Frank “Darabont”. In The Favour, the 
Watch and the Very Big Fish (1991), film maker Ben Lewin displays 
his disgust with Christianity. 

In The Last Temptation of Christ, by Martin Scorsese (1998), Christ 
begins to dream of what his life could have been like with Mary 
Magdalene. We see Jesus make love to her. This film is an adaptation 
of a novel by Niko Kazantzakis. 

In Agnes of God, by Norman Jewison (1985), The Verdict, by 
Sydney Lumet (1982), Papillon, by Franklin Schaffner (1973), Elmer 
Gantry, by Richard Brooks (1960), the Christian characters, priests and 
nuns, are regularly portrayed as villains. 

Jewish film directors also appear to derive pleasure, in their films, 
from disrupting Catholic ceremonies. In the comedy Jn and Out (USA, 
1997) for example, a marriage ceremony is taking place. At the very 
moment when they about to say “Yes” before the entire family and 
assembled congregation, the groom refuses, and announces in a low 
tone, with an air of resignation, that he is “gay”. Stupefaction. The 
ceremony breaks up in an uproar, and the couple quarrel violently in 
public. The film is directed by Frank Oz. 

In Shrek (2001), the marriage ceremony is disrupted by a dragon 
who enters the church by smashing a stained glass window. In Sacred 
Union, by Alexander Arcady (France, 1989), a funeral is disrupted. In 
A Very Curious Girl, by Nelly Kaplan (1969), a Mass is disrupted. 

The film Hair (USA, 1979) contains a sacrilegious scene set in a 
church: a group of long-haired hippies, high on acid, transform a 
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marriage ceremony into a Black Mass, complete with ecstatic dances, 
as if they were all possessed by the Devil. In actual fact, however, these 
contortions resemble the ceremonies of Hassidic Jews more than 
anything else. The film director is the “Czech” Milos Forman. 


The Blacks Are Going to Save Humanity 


Science fiction stories are always an excuse to glorify the unification of 
humanity and the intermingling of all races. In Independence Day 
(USA, 1996), by Roland Emmerich, the planet, attacked by extra- 
terrestrials, is saved by a Black and a Jew. 

In The Fifth Element, a film by Luc Besson (1997), the President of 
the United States is Black. In Deep Impact (USA, 1998), a gigantic 
asteroid is about to crash into the Earth. The planet is saved in extremis 
by the American President, who is Black. In Bruce Almighty (USA, 
2003), a Black plays the role of God. The film was directed by Tom 
Shadyac, based on a screenplay by Steve Koren. David Palmer, 
President of the United States in the TV series 24, is yet again played 
by a Black actor. 

All this propaganda was no doubt intended to pave the way for the 
forthcoming election, by the American people, in November 2008, of 
the first Black President of the United States. 


The Races Do Not Exist 


Now it is much easier to understand why so many “scholars” assure us 
that “the races do not exist”. The world famous author Primo Levi 
became the eulogist of race-mixing (for the goyim only, of course). In 
order to cause the acceptance of the idea more easily, he started with 
the postulate that we are all racial mixed: “The Indo-European race is 
not pure, since nothing proves that it is”. 

In February 2001, the Minister of Research, Roger-Gerard 
Schwartzenberg, stated: “The races do not exist”. The September 2001 
of the UNESCO Courier (publication of the United Nations 
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization), contains lengthy 
claims in this sense: “The human genome has been decoded at last. The 
endpoint of this project invalidates the myth of races. Genetic research 
has established that we all descend from one same common ancestor, 
born in Africa.” 

The famous geneticist, Axel Kahn, who was one of the organizers 
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of the World Congress “against racial discrimination, xenophobia and 
intolerance”, held in September 2001 at Durban, South Africa, 
confirmed: “A// men are in fact of a great genetic homogeneity, since 
their common ancestor is very young in terms of the evolution of life; 
he lived more than 200,000 years ago in Africa.” You gotta believe it! 


Your Lying Eyes 


In the film Matrix, by Larry Wachowski (USA, 1999), human beings 
are entirely controlled by a computer program which dominates all 
their thoughts and their entire lives. They think that they exist, but in 
fact they are nothing but the slaves of machines. There remains only 
one small nest of resistance: Zion! The film is cram-packed with 
cabbalistic messages: the hero, Neo, is “the Elect’, the mythical 
liberator of humanity announced by the prophets, who will save “Zion”, 
as revealed by “The Oracle”. Human beings are depicted in the colours 
of a multi-racial society, while the “Matrix”, which intends to rule the 
universe, is represented by white men: three agents, led by one Agent 
Smith, who are, of course, very wicked, in their suits and ties. Once 
again, it is the whites who must bear responsibility for the real tyrants, 
since the matrix “really exists”; it’s the “matrix” that made this film. 

Men in Black (USA, 1997) is a film which teaches us to welcome 
foreigners — all foreigners — even extra-terrestrials. We don’t know it 
yet, but there are already large numbers of them living among us; they 
have taken human shape. Members of a special governmental agency 
are responsible for regulating the flow of this “new kind of immigrant’, 
and to keep the existence of these extra-terrestrials secret so as to avoid 
alarming the population. Two super special agents, one Black and one 
White, are assigned to track down a hostile alien. The film was adapted 
by Barry Sonnenfeld from a screenplay by Ed Solomon. It was also 
produced by Steven Spielberg. All these directors and script writers are 
“extra-terrestrials disguised as human beings” and “agents of the 
Matrix”. 

John Carpenter is the director of They Live (USA, 1988); the hero, 
Nada, thanks to special eye glasses, discovers that a small proportion of 
the population are composed of extra-terrestrials who look just like 
human beings. These aliens form an elite which governs the world 
through lies and corruption. These special eyeglasses also permit him to 
read subliminal messages on advertising panels, which order 
submission of all humans. They are everywhere, they own everything, 
you just can’t see it! 
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In Raiders of the Lost Arc (USA, 1980), by Steven Spielberg, we 
understand that the power of Yahweh is far too tremendous for us even 
to dream of resisting it. 
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Ill 
The New World Order 


“World Democracy”, “World Citizenship” and “World Government” 
are common expressions in cosmopolitan discourse. The expression 
“New World Order” was utilised for the first time by the American 
President George Bush in 1990, after the fall of the Soviet Union. The 
French President Nicolas Sarkozy used it in his speech before the 
General Assembly of the United Nations on 25 September 2007: “In 
the name of France, I call upon all States to unite to found the new 
world order of the 21st century, on this powerful idea that the common 
goods of humanity must be placed under the responsibility of all of 
humanity’. This is what permits us to conclude that the French 
President, Nicolas Sarkozy, is surely a hidden Jew, a “crypto-Jew”’. His 
maternal origins are revealed by this one messianic statement, behind 
the facade of his Catholicism. George Bush was simply a “synthetic” 
Jew, who applied the program of his most influential advisors to the 
letter. 

In 1945, the famous scientist, Albert Einstein, was one of the first 
major personalities in the modern world explicitly to demand the 
founding of a world government. This is perhaps one of the reasons 
why he is the object of such adulation, since his scientific aura has long 
since been seriously tarnished (cf. Les Esperances Planetaires, by 
myself, 2005). 

In his Dictionary of the 21st Century, Jacques Attali is very 
explicit. According to him, the New World Order must be capable of 
exercising an “implacable domination” if necessary. “An international 
peace organization’, he says, “will begin to be envisaged together with 
the initial discussions aimed at establishing a world government”. 
Globalization will finally come to term: “After the creation of 
European continental institutions, the urgent need for this type of world 
government will perhaps appear’’. 

This type of declaration does not prevent Jewish intellectuals, as a 
whole, from sobbing and screaming vociferously the moment anyone 
even mentions the famous Protocols of the Wise Men of Zion — a 
“forgery”, according to them, but one which magnificently describes 
the contemporary world. 
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This idea is confirmed by the philosopher Emmanuel Levinas 
(Difficult Freedom, 1963), “The very idea of a fraternal humanity, all 
united in the same destiny, is a Mosaic revelation”. 

Jewish intellectuals always insist on the notion that fulfilment of 
their philosophy of world unification is “inevitable”, as if the program 
had been appeared in a book of prophecies — except that we don’t know 
which one; Karl Marx Lenin, Trotsky, and the Bolshevik 
revolutionaries in 1917 all said the same things! 


High Finance in the Service of Democracy 


Jewish financiers are the kings of Wall Street. Their undisputed 
financial supremacy is illustrated, for example, by an article in the 9 
February 2006 edition of the newspaper Le Point, entitled “Steven 
Cohen, the Boss of Wall Street”. Steven Cohen, one reads, is the “star 
of the Stock Market’. He cultivates an aura of mystery and secrecy: The 
real “Boss of Wall Street” doesn’t even live in Manhattan, but rather, as 
a recluse in his house in Greenwich (Connecticut), surrounded by a 
wall four meters high. Steven Cohen, 49 years old, almost never 
appears in public... In 2005, he pocketed 500 million dollars! His 
secret: he knows everything before anybody else. His eyes riveted on 
his computer screens, he analyzes thousands of bits of data, throwing 
tantrums when the analysts of Wall Street don’t give him the most 
accurate information. Investors who entrust their money to him (4 
billion dollars) pay dearly to do so: Cohen takes 3% of all capital in 
management fees (as against 1.44% on average charged by other 
funds), plus 3.5% of the profits (compared to 19.2% on average 
charged by other funds). Cohen “believes in total capitalism”: “You eat 
what you kill”, he tells his traders, who are rewarded according to 
performance. 

The famous George Soros, a Jewish speculator of Hungarian origin, 
was also a star of Wall Street. He is one of the richest men in the world, 
and the symbol of international speculation. His personal fortune is 
estimated at 70 billion dollars. In 1992 he rose to the pinnacle of his 
glory by successfully pulling off one of the greatest financial coups of 
the century. In a few days, sensing the weakness of the British pound, 
he mobilised some ten billion dollars against the pound sterling. The 
Bank of England vacillated before his speculative assaults, and was 
finally compelled to devaluate and withdraw the pound from the 
European monetary system. Soros became “The Man who Broke the 
Bank of England”, pocketing more than a billion dollars in a week. 
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George Soros is also a “philanthropist”. The Soros foundation “for 
an open society” teaches “tolerance” and the “democratic values” of an 
“open society”. The billionaire finances cultural and scientific projects, 
and subsidises “the independent and democratic press”. In his last 
book, published in 2006 (The Great World Disorder), the speculator 
unveils a few bits of information on his role in the various recent 
“democratic” revolutions: the “Pink Revolution” in Georgia, in 2003; 
the “Orange Revolution”, in the Ukraine, in 2004; as well as in the 
bombardments of little nationalist Serbia. 

In 1999, the person responsible for the mass bombing of Serbia was 
none other than Madeleine K. “Albright”, who had been propelled into 
the State Department by Bill Clinton. “Albright” was in fact the family 
name of a husband whom she divorced, while the “K” referred to 
Korbel, a Jewish family from Czechoslovakia. At the Ministry of 
Defense, there was William Cohen, while a certain Samuel Berger 
occupied the strategic position of Head of National Security, etc. 

Soros also took a position in favour of a military intervention 
against the Taliban in Afghanistan in 2001, for professing an 
“obscurantist” religion: “I supported the invasion of Afghanistan, Ben 
Laden’s country of residence and the location of the Al-Qaeda training 
camps”. 

Soros, who is — naturally — very much concerned about “European” 
interests, is naturally the apostle of mass immigration and the entry of 
Turkey into the European Union: “With an aging population, 
immigration is an economic necessity”, he writes. “As the prototype of 
open world societies, Europe must welcome immigration and _ the 
adhesion of new members”. 

It should furthermore be noted at this point that in 2010, the 
President of the IMF was a Zionist named Dominique Strauss-Kahn; 
and that the President of the World Bank is one of his fellow Jews, 
Robert Zoellick. The Federal Reserve Board, which contributed largely 
to the “sub-prime” crisis through its lax monetary policies, thus 
triggering a financial crash, was directed by the Jew Alan Greenspan 
until 2006, before being relieved by another Jew, Ben Bernanke. 

Here is the consortium of the eight private banks which own the 
Fed, the central bank of the United States. Rotschild, Lazard Brothers, 
Israel Moses Seaf, Kuhn, Loeb & Co., Warburg, Lehman Brothers, 
Goldman Sachs, Rockefeller. As for the Rockefellers, who pretend to 
be descended from Puritan Protestants, they are simply what is known 
as “synthetic Jews”. 

In 2007, a study published by Vanity Fair, a large American 
magazine, shows that of the one hundred richest people in the country, 
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more than half were Jews. Since they are very well organized and stick 
together, and since they own all the communications media, their 
influence over each and every government — one after the other — is 
incomparably greater than anyone else’s. There are poor Jews, of 
course, but it remains true nonetheless that Jews are greatly over- 
represented among the Earth’s billionaires. 

An article in the 26 February 2008 issue of the Jerusalem Post 
informs us that the Jews are “the wealthiest religious group in the 
USA”, with 46% of them earning six-figure annual incomes, while only 
18% of all other Americans earned that much. None of these 
considerations has ever deterred Jewish intellectuals from regularly 
complaining of “the odious prejudices of an earlier time”. 


War Against Islam 


The Western news media regularly accuse Christians for the role they 
may have played in triggering the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq. But the 
Christians are only “scapegoats” here, since the people most highly 
responsible were obviously the Zionists, who are so influential in all 
American governments and in the media. 

Ardent war-mongers like Elie Wiesel never hesitate to drape 
themselves in the great ideals of “peace and love” so as better to 
advocate war against Iraq in 1991: “Jt is not simply a question of 
helping Kuwait’, he said at the time, “it is a question of protecting the 
entire Arab world’. All Westerners were therefore to mobilize 
themselves against the “Butcher of Baghdad”. “Against war, it is 
imperative to make war. Against the destructive force which it employs 
against humanity, it is necessary to oppose an even greater force so 
that humanity may live. It is a question of the security of the entire 
civilized world, of its right to peace, and not just the future of Israel... 
Thirst for vengeance? No: thirst for justice. And peace.” 

The Jewish lobby has been extremely powerful in all American 
governments for many decades. Many Jews — most of them former 
Left-wingers, having recently converted to “Neo-Conservativism” — 
were very powerful in the government of George W. Bush: Paul 
Wolfowitz was Secretary of State for Defense, after which he was 
appointed to the position of head of the World Bank. Richard Perle 
headed the management office of the Pentagon; Douglas Feith was the 
Vice-Secretary of Defense; Michael Rubin was in charge of Iran-Iraq, 
etc. 

The Jerusalem Post of 25 April 2006 gloated: “After appointing 
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Joshua Bolten secretary general of the White House, President George 
Bush has chosen another Jew, Joel Kaplan, as Bolten’s adjutant”. He 
also appointed other Jews as collaborators, such as the Secretary of 
State for the Interior Michael Chertoff, the Adjutant Security Advisor 
Elliott Abrams and the pillar of the White House, Jay Lefkowitz, etc. 

In issue number 1 of The Weekly Standard of 1 October 2001, 
Zionists Robert Kagan and William Kristol demanded action aimed at 
“regime change” in Iraq as soon as the Taliban in Afghanistan were 
defeated. The manipulation of information led the public to believe that 
Saddam Hussein, the “new Hitler’, constituted a terrible threat. 

As soon as the problem of Iraq was settled and Iranian President 
Ahmadinejad came to be known as the spokesman for world resistance 
to the globalist empire, the war-mongering of numerous Jewish 
intellectuals was once again obvious. In France, Bernard-Henri Levy 
and his fellow Jews denounced the “Jslamo-fascists of Teheran’. 

Minister Bernard Kouchner, apostle of the “right of intervention’, 
the dream of sending French soldiers to fight once again to defend 
Israeli interests. “Bringing democracy”, they call it — just another 
example of Westerners going to war against the “enemies of 
civilization” and “humanity”. 

Israel, in fact, almost never fights its war except with other people’s 
blood. 

Policy objectives are constantly inverted by obvious media 
propaganda. The famous American writer Norman Mailer, for example, 
assured us, in his book Why We Are at War (2003), that the only 
persons responsible for American imperialism were the Neo-con 
Christians. “Upon the fall of the Soviet Union, the chauvinist 
conservatives saw their chance to rule the world...” A perfect example 
of Freudian projection and a complete inversion of the truth. 

Hollywood is naturally responsible for planetary propaganda. In the 
1980s and 90s alone, we counted a at least thirty films showing Arabs 
attempting to reduce the “free” world to servitude. 

In Rules of Engagement by Willian Friedkin (USA, 2000), the 
American ambassador to Yemen is threatened by a crowd manipulated 
by Moslems. The latter are so contemptible that the audience applauds 
when American marines begin to massacre them. 

Holy Union by Alexandre Arcady (1989) is pure caricature. The 
wicked Moslems who threaten democracy are depicted as ferocious 
animals. All French girls are depicted as seem destined to mate with 
Jews and Arabs. 

Again, in the same genre, we have: Curfew by Edward Zwick 
(USA, 1998), Delta Force, by Menahem Golan, (USA, 1986), Return 
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to the Future, by Robert Zemeckis (USA, 1985), Black Sunday, by 
John Frankenheimer (USA, 1977), etc. 

In Network (USA, 1976), we understand that the Arabs and their 
petro-dollars are purchasing America wholesale. An announcer calls 
upon TV viewers to revolt. This film, by Sydney Lumet, is an 
accusatory projection. 

Since the second Intifada, in September 2000, and the incidents 
exploding in the French “suburbs” (immigrant slums), the Jews 
realized that the danger, for them, was no longer a question of 
“Extreme Right wingers”, but, rather, from Islam and young Afro- 
Maghrebin immigrants. This is what made many Jewish intellectuals 
rally to the “hard”, “liberal”, “pro-American” right: Andre 
Glucksmann, Alexandre Adler, Marc Weitzmann, Pascal Bruckner, 
Romain Goupil, Alain Finkielkraut, and the “Peruvian” novelist Mario 
Vargas Llosa, pursuing their objectives in a slightly different way: the 
problem now of “consolidating our multicultural society” which the 
Jews have worked so hard to create, but which now threatens to come 
apart at the seams. 


Wars of Liberation 


When the USSR entered the war against Nazi Germany in June 1941, 
all Jews, all over the world, were hysterical for joy. This is what Elie 
Wiesel had to say, through the persona of his protagonist, in his 
Testament of a Murdered Jewish Poet: “I welcome the opening of 
hostilities with open relief. I was not the only one. Listening to 
Molotov’s speech, I felt a powerful, immoderate, desire to shout for joy: 
Hurray! We were finally going to do battle against Hitler and the 
Hitlerites! Hurray! We are going to be able to give free reign to our 
anger... I would like to with my own people, in the midst of my own 
people, to congratulate them, to kiss them, to cry for joy like them, to 
cry for pride, to laugh with them, to sing like them, while emptying a 
few glasses...” 

And Wiesel continues: “No war in history had been welcomed with 
so much passion and fervour. Ready to offer ourselves, to do anything 
to vanquish the worst enemies of our people and of humanity”. 

At this point, we are reminded of a Roman Polanksi film called The 
Pianist (2001), in which a Polish Jewish family from Warsaw are 
reunited around an underground radio set, exploding with joy at the 
announcement of the French and British entry into the war: 
“Wonderful!” 
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In the film by Ariel Zeitoun, Navel of the World (1993), we once 
again see Tunisian Jews delirious with joy at the announcement of the 
French declaration of war against Germany. 

The “pacifist” Albert Einstein was transmogrified into a furious 
war-monger in 1933, following the accession of Hitler to power. The 
English, French and Americans were supposed to go off and fight to 
save “Democracy”. The Jews, as we see, are always working to 
establish “Permanent World Peace’. 

Everything here is a question of vocabulary. Everybody is for 
“peace”. After crushing their enemies, everybody is for “peace”. 
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IV 


Historical Traumas 


The Trauma of the “Shoah” 


After the destruction of the Temple of Jerusalem by the Romans, the 
massacres and forced conversions of the First Crusade, their expulsion 
from Spain (and every other country in Europe), the pogroms of the 
Cossacks, etc, the misfortunes of the Second World War enabled the 
Jews to suffer a new “trauma”, universally conveyed, naturally, by 
means of their control of the media, a “trauma” which they generously 
offer to share with us for the benefit of all of humanity. Relayed by TV 
and film, the continuing crisis of suffering and deafening lamentations 
has finally brought humanity on its knees, bewildered by so much 
hysteria. 

Nevertheless, faced with certain extraordinary testimonies, a logical 
person can sometimes feel he has the right to ask whether these are not 
just Hollywood scenarios. 

We find for example, a few terrifying anecdotes from the work of 
the famous Nazi hunter, Simon Wiesenthal. First, there is “Tom Mix”, 
“whose favourite pastime was to ride through the camp on horseback 
and shoot and random at the prisoners”. And here we have the SS 
killing baby Jews by “throwing them against a wall”. And how about 
this: “Babies were thrown in the air like packages”. “I personally”, 
writes Wiesenthal, “took the testimony of a man who had seen Mengele 
throw a living baby into the flames. Another witness said that one day, 
Mengele killed a 14-year old girl by stabbing her with a bayonet”. The 
following is an example of the horrors of which Dr. Mengele was 
capable: “Mengele sacrificed thousands of twins taken all over Europe, 
giving them painful injections to try to change the colour of their eyes” 
(The Murderers Among Us’, 1967). 

Martin Gray, in For Those I Loved, says that, he removed the 
bodies from the gas chamber at Auschwitz immediately after the 
gassings, without even a gas mask, while the highly toxic hydrocyanic 
acid still impregnated the clothing and bodies of the victims: “Among 
the warm bodies, we found still-living infants. Just children, huddled 
against the bodies of their mothers. And we strangled them with our 
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bare hands, before throwing them into the pit: and we risked our lives 
doing that, since we were wasting time... The butchers wanted 
everything to happen quickly.” One of his comrades had see “the 
Germans set fire to what had been a hospital in the ghetto, he saw them 
fracture the skulls of new-born babies against the walls, slit open the 
bellies of pregnant women, throw the sick into the flames. He saw it”. 

Wladyslaw Szpilman also left a poignant testimony. His book, 
entitled The Pianist, published in 1946, tells the extraordinary story of a 
Jewish musician in the Warsaw ghetto. With his own eyes, he described 
how he saw the bodies of young girls: “They had been murdered 
according a method which was dear to the hearts of the Nazi 
occupants: held by the legs and thrown head first against the bricks”. 

Elie Wiesel, in Night (1958), tells of his sojourn at Auschwitz 
between April 1944 and January 1945. In the original first edition, he 
never mentioned any “gas chambers”, which only appeared in the 
German version, Die Nacht zu Begraben, Elischa. Every time the word 
“crematorium” appeared in the original, the translator, Meyer-Clason, 
translated it as “gas chamber”. 

In the absence of any “gas chambers”, Wiesel saw what nobody 
else ever saw: “Not far from us, flames, huge flames, were rising from a 
ditch Something was being burned there. A truck drew close and 
unloaded its hold. Small children. Babies! Yes, I did see this, with my 
own eyes... children in the flames.” 

What Elie Wiesel saw is simply unheard-of. But what he heard is 
perhaps more so. In Against Silence (1985), he describes the massacres 
at Babi-Yar, in the Ukraine, where the Germans executed Soviet 
citizens, including numerous Jews: “Later, I heard from a witness that, 
during months and months, the ground never stopped trembling; and 
that, from time to time, geysers of blood had squirted forth”. You gotta 
believe it! 

In the April 2003 issue of Jsrae/ magazine, Fredric Sroussi wrote in 
all seriousness: “The Latvian Waffen SS officer Herberts Curkurs made 
a ‘hobby’ of throwing babies into the air and shooting them in the 
head, like a ball-trap.’ Later on, we will see the reason for this 
obsession with babies and young children. 

Edmond Fleg (Flegenheimer), in his book Why I Am a Jew also 
spoke of these atrocities: “These eviscerated women, old men buried 
alive, children thrown naked into the flames. I wanted to rise up and 
cry with all my heart, cry the martyrdom to the whole universe’. This 
quotation may be found on page 45 of his book... which was published 
in 1928... that is, eleven years before the beginning of a Second World 
War! 
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Simon Wiesenthal also claims that the Germans transformed the 
Jews into bars of soap: “The crates bore the initials RIF — Rein 
judisches Fett... It was in the General Government and the factory was 
in Galicia, at Belzec. Nine hundred thousand Jews were utilised as the 
raw material in this factory, from April 1942 until May 1943.” But, 
curiously, no historian has dared mentioned the “Jewish human soap” 
on TV and other “lampshades of human skin” since the end of the 
1980s. 

The Treblinka survivor Yankiel Wiernik proposes other surprising 
details: “They soaked the bodies with gasoline. This cost considerable 
sums of money, and the result was not satisfactory: the male bodies 
simply did not burn... When they incinerate the bodies of pregnant 
women, their bellies exploded and one could see the embryos catch fire 
in the bellies of their mothers... The gangsters kept close to the ashes 
and were shaken by spasms of laughter. Their faces radiated a truly 
diabolical joy”. 

Happily, “survivors” coming back alive from the “death camps” are 
innumerable. Let us listen once again to Simon Wiesenthal, who wrote, 
after the liberation of the camps: “The survivors spread over through 
Europe in an immense measureless tide. People hitch-hiked, stopped 
jeeps for the short journeys or clung to carriages on the demolished 
railways, without windows or doors. Some took a seat in the 
overflowing hay carts, other started off on foot.” 

Nahum Goldmann, as President of the World Jewish Congress, 
conducted negotiations with Germany to estimate the amount of 
reparations to be paid to the Jews. “Jn 1945”, he writes, “there were 
almost six hundred thousand Jews, survivors of the German 
concentration camps, whom no country wanted to accept.” We are 
therefore fully entitled to ask whether these “extermination camps” 
were really “extermination camps” at all. 


The Whole World is Guilty 


Whenever one speaks of the Jews, it’s about their sufferings that one 
thinks of first of all. The Jews themselves, in fact, present their history 
as an “uninterrupted vale of tears”, without ever explaining the reasons 
for anti-Semitism. In The Difficult Good Fortune of Being a Jew 
(1978), Andre Neher recalls the phrase used by the philosopher 
Jankelevitsch: “Auschwitz is the failure of the thousand-year old 
adventure of human thought’. In reality, Auschwitz was, above all else, 
a hard blow for Jewish thought. 
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The whole world, in any case, is guilty, and must expiate its crimes 
for what happened during the Second World War. All of humanity is 
guilty. It is a recurrent theme. It is what Elie Wiesel is so eager to tell 
us: “The world knew, and kept silent... Moscow and Washington were 
informed of what the killers were doing in the death camps. Why was 
nothing done at least to slow down their ‘production’? That no military 
airplane attempted to destroy the railways around Auschwitz remains 
for me a scandalous enigma. At the time, Birkenau ‘processed’ ten 
thousand Jews per day [at least! —Editor’s note]... But whether or not 
the Jews lived or died, whether they disappeared today or tomorrow, 
the free world were indifferent’. The Allies were therefore “complicit”. 

Martin Gray, in For Those I Loved, also reveals this same tendency 
to cast guilt on others: “The whole world allowed us to die... The whole 
world allowed us to be murdered”. 

Note that the near totality of anti-Nazi films on the concentration 
camps during the Second World War were produced by Jewish film- 
makers: Sarah’s Key (2010), was directed by Gilles Pacquet-Brenner. 
In the film Amen, (France, 2002), the actor Matthieu-Kassovitz plays 
the role of a young Jesuit who, during the Second World War, attempts 
to awaken the Vatican from its torpor and incite Pope Pius XII publicly 
to denounce Nazi barbarism. The director, Constantin Costa-Gavras, 
interpreted the story in his usual style. In the same genre, Costa-Gavras 
also directed Music Box (USA, 1989). 

The Pianist (2001) was directed by Roman Polanski; the film is full 
of summary executions and atrocities. Lucie Aubrac by Claude “Berri” 
(1997), is a film about the glory of the Jewish resistance member Lucie 
“Aubrac”. The Germans are as cruel as usual. Life is Beautiful (1997) 
was directed by Roberto Benigni. Schindler’s List (USA, 1994) tells the 
story of a German industrialist who saves deported Jews by employing 
them in his factory. Here again, the savagery of the Germans is in 
contrast to the weakness and innocence of the Jews. It is a Stephen 
Spielberg film. 

In Au Revoir, Les Enfants (France, 1987), the story takes place in 
1944 in a religious boarding school in the Parisian suburbs. A kitchen 
boy reports to the police concerning Jewish boys hidden in the school. 
The bourgeois French are depicted here as hypocritical, bigoted 
villains. The director, Louis Malle, was nevertheless also a son of the 
grande bourgeoisie; but a Jew. Louis Malle’s father was the director of 
a red beet sugar factory owned by his wife’s family; the Beghin family. 
His film won a Golden Lion award at the Festival of Venice in 1987. 

The Boys from Brazil (USA, 1978), tells the story of a Nazi hunter 
in the 1970s who discovers a plot in Uruguay. The horrible Dr. 
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Mengele, former torture-doctor at Auschwitz, is at the head of this 
diabolical conspiracy. He lives in a luxurious villa which is sufficiently 
well isolated to permit him to continue his perverse activities on 
genetics, and to reign over a troop of abject servants reduced to the 
status of slaves; this is the symbol of the White Man in all his 
arrogance. The film is by Franklin Schaffner. 

Let us mention Marathon Man (USA, 1976): a Nazi criminal takes 
refuge in Uruguay and later travels to New York to negotiate a 
diamond deal (the diamond industry is typically “Nazi”, as everyone 
knows). We recall a scene in which the Nazi tortures a Jew on a 
dentist’s chair (there are a lot of Nazi dentists, you know). The film is 
by John Schlesinger. One might also mention The Old Gun, aka 
Vengeance One by One by Roberto Enrico (France, 1975), in which 
German soldiers are unspeakably cruel. 

In this third millennium, “Shoah education” becomes the new 
religion, and humanity is invited to genuflect before the People-Priest. 

We also know that in Jewish eschatology, the day of the 
Redemption and the arrival of the Messiah must be preceded by great 
wars and catastrophes, which will be accompanied by great sufferings 
for the Jewish “people”. The Jews always use the same expression 
here: “the child-birthing pains of the Messiah”, they say. The Shoah, 
according to them, is therefore sent to confirm their “election”. 


The Spirit of Vengeance 


These indescribable sufferings do not therefore invalidate the mission 
of the Jews on earth. Quite the contrary. They confirm the unique 
destiny of the Jewish people and their universal vocation. Nahum 
Goldmann writes: “The Jewish people have always believed in its 
superiority (expressed in the classical phrase ‘The Chosen People”’). 

The famous Austrian Jewish writer Joseph Roth has expressed this 
absolute faith in the destiny of Israel (The Wandering Jews, 1927). 
“The pride of a man who knows that one day he will win... The 
contempt that the Eastern Jew feels for the unbeliever is a thousand 
times greater than any that is directed at him’, (p. 30). 

The Jews are little inclined to forgiveness and always intend to 
revenge themselves in one way or another. This, again, is a recurrent 
theme of Jewish literature, as the Palestinians have occasion to 
experience every day. The famous Shylock, in the Shakespeare play, 
incarnates these sanguinary instincts perfectly. 

In the American and Soviet POW camps, after the war, German 
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prisoners had ample occasion to experience the same thing as well. In 
2009, the American director Quentin Tarantino left us a testimony in 
Inglorious Basterds: during the war, in Germany, a commando of Jews 
mercilessly liquidates Germans by stabbing them or beating them to 
death with baseball bats. Note that in one scene, at the end of the film, 
the beautiful blonde starlet falls into the arms of the projectionist, a 
Negro: this is a veritable obsession among the Jews. Tarantino’s film 
gives us a merely the slightest glimpse of what may well have occurred 
in the POW camps at the end of the war. Let us not forget that hundreds 
of thousands of German prisoners never returned from Allied prisoner 
of war camps — something the media never mention. In Hebrew, this is 
summarised in the formula Laassoth nekama bagoim: “Revenge 
yourselves upon the Gentiles”. The humiliation of the enemy then 
precedes the final victory. 


Communism under Lenin 


Many Jews played a considerable role in the Bolshevik revolution of 
October 1917. The aim of the revolution was not just the abolition of 
private property and the creation of a collective system, but rather, to 
“liberate” all of humanity — erasing tradition, religion, nationalities and 
all tradition, destroying all differences between men, so as to enable a 
perfect world to arise and flourish. It was necessary to “erase the past’, 
so that a “new man” might appear. In reality, the egalitarian fanaticism 
of Communism led immediately to a series of massacres. In total, over 
thirty million Russians and Ukrainians were liquidated by the criminal 
folly of their new masters in only thirty years. After the Maoist 
experiment in China, the Russian Revolution was, therefore, the second 
greatest tragedy in human history. 

But where it is permitted, in the democratic countries, to denounce 
the horrors of Communism at the beginning of the 21st century, 
insisting upon the identity of its principal instigators is quite a different 
matter. Nevertheless, we know that Communism was a Jewish creation: 
Karl Marx was the grandson of rabbis; Lenin also had Jewish origins 
on his mother’s side; Trotsky, the head of the Red Army, was really 
named Bronstein; Kamenev, President of the Soviet of Moscow, was 
really named Rosenfeld; Zinoviev, the master of Leningrad, was named 
Apfelbaum; the first president of the Soviet Union was a Jew named 
Sverdlov; Karl Radek, the spokesman for Moscow in foreign countries, 
was named Sobelsohn, etc. 

On 27 July 1918, just after the execution of the Imperial family, a 
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special law on anti-Semitism was promulgated, the conclusion of which 
was written by Lenin personally: “Zhe Sovnarkom enjoins all its Soviet 
deputations to eradicate anti-Semitism. The authors of pogroms, those 
who propagate them, are declared outside the law”. And at this time, 
placing anti-Semites “outside the law” meant shooting them purely and 
simply. 

The Cheka, or Extraordinary Commission, instituted the Red Terror 
as soon as it was created, in September 1917, and pursued it until well 
after the Civil War. Starting in January 1918, “the death penalty, on the 
spot, without judgment and or instruction” was the rule. Then came the 
thousands of police raids in which thousands of perfectly innocent 
people were abducted and shot during the night or drowned in the 
rivers by the barge load. The Cheka became the principal nerve centre 
of the direction of the State. 

The lists of prominent Jewish dignitaries under the Bolshevik 
regime is endless. The revolution that broke out in Berlin in 1918 was 
led by other Jews: Karl Liebknecht and Rosa Luxembourg. In Hungary, 
at the same time, Bela Kun took over as head of a revolutionary 
government which was composed almost exclusively of Jews. The 
triumph of Bela Kun encouraged the leftists of Bavaria. At Munich, the 
revolution had as its spiritual head a Jew named Kurt Eisner, who was 
himself replaced by an anarchist Jew named Ernst Toller. Then, the 
Red intellectuals took power, with Eugen Levine at their head, son of a 
Jewish merchant and a native of St. Petersburg. 

Jewish historians always forget to mention the role of their fellow 
Jews in the atrocities which took place in Russia between 1917 and 
1947. The truth nevertheless compels us to point out that the Jewish 
doctrinaires, Jewish functionaries and Jewish torturers bear a very great 
responsibility for the destruction of the churches, the pitiless repression 
against the population and the innumerable massacres which were 
committed at that time by the forces of the Soviet political police. 


Communism under Stalin 


The famous author Alexander Solzhenitsyn, after many others, has 
shown the implication of this community in his book entitled Two 
Centuries Together (2002). Stephane Courtois, the author of the famous 
Black Book of Communism, writes in the preface to the book by Arkady 
Vaksberg (Stalin and the Jews, 2003): “Great numbers of Jews 
gravitated into the spheres of power, to the point that in 1936, nearly 
40% of the high cadres of the political police were Jews. And two of the 
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men Closest to Stalin, ‘the little father of the peoples’, Kaganovich and 
Mekhlis, were Jews”. The higher one ascended in the hierarchy, the 
greater the proportion of Jews one found. 

At the beginning of the 1930s, the Soviet Union was directed by a 
triumvirate consisting of Stalin, Molotov and Kaganovich. Molotov, the 
number two minister in the regime after Stalin, married a Jewess named 
Polina Karpovskaya, who was a director with full responsibilities and a 
true Bolshevik. 

At this time, the regime planned a famine to liquidate the Ukrainian 
peasants. The number of deaths resulting from the famine of 1932 
amounted to between four and five million, but could be on the order of 
ten million”, writes the Jewish historian Simon Sebag Montefiore 
(“Stalin, the Court of the Red Tsar’, 2003). Fifteen million people were 
deported, and large numbers of them died during the collectivization. 
Cases of cannibalism were reported in the Ukraine and the Urals. 

Lazar Kaganovich was the youngest of five brothers, three of whom 
were important Bolsheviks. It was he who put together the mechanisms 
of what became known as “Stalinism”. Lazar, the “Man of Iron”, was in 
charge of the administration of Central Asia before becoming the 
“Scourge of the Ukraine”, which he directed in the 1920s, before 
returning to Moscow in 1928 and becoming a member of the Politburo 
in 1930. He crushed peasant revolts from the north of the Caucasus to 
Western Siberia. He succeeded Molotov as First Secretary of Moscow 
and undertook to create a Bolshevik metropolis by dynamiting 
historical buildings and churches with the enthusiasm of a born vandal. 
After Stalin’s death, Lazar Kaganovich was never prosecuted for his 
participation in the extermination of the peasants, and died peacefully 
in his comfortable apartment in Moscow in 1991, at the age of 88. 

Genrikh (Enoch) Yagoda, the head of the secret police, was another 
symbolic personage of the Stalinist regime. Half-bald, of short stature, 
but driven by pitiless ambition, Yagoda, a specialist in the art of 
poisoning people, was the son of a Jewish jeweller from Nizhny 
Novgorod. He frequented the house of Gorki, the President of the 
Writers’ Union. His great achievement, with Stalin’s support, was the 
creation of the vast economic empire of the gulags, with the use of 
slave labour. In the years 1931-32, the famous gulag of the “White Sea- 
Baltic Canal” project engulfed hundreds of thousands of Russian and 
Ukrainian peasants. The great writer Alexander Solzhenitsyn relates 
that a newspaper edition dated August 1933 and dedicated to the 
completion of the canal, published a list of the award-winning 
recipients: modest medals for cement workers and carpenters; supreme 
medals — The Order of Lenin! — for six persons whose large-scale 
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portrait individual photographs were published in large format. At the 
head of the collective, there stood Genrikh Yagoda, commissar of the 
NKVD; Matvei Berman, head of the gulag; Semyon Firin, head of the 
Belbaltlag camp; Lazar Kogan, head of construction; Yakov 
Rappoport, second head of construction; Naftaly Frenkel, head of the 
White Sea work site (and the evil genius of entire archipelago). And 
here, forty years later, Solzhenitsyn reproduced the portraits of these 
“Six Rascals” in his book The Gulag Archipelago: “They criticized me 
for having reproduced the portraits of the heads of the worksite of the 
famous White Sea-Baltic canal, and they accused me of selecting Jews. 
But I didn’t select anyone: I reproduced the photos of all the camp 
directors appearing in compilation published in 1936. Whose fault is it 
if they were all Jews? I took them as they were, without selecting 
anything, but the whole world was indignant. Anti-Semitism! And 
where were they when these same portraits were published in 1933 for 
the first time? Why didn’t they express their indignation then?” 

In 1934, the GPU metamorphosed into the NKVD (People’s 
Commissariat of Interior Affairs) with Yagoda at the head. Slutsky was 
at the head of the foreign department of the NK VD; he directed the 
espionage services. His adjutants were Boris Berman and Sergey 
Mikhailovich Shpigelglas. Once again, Yagoda supervised the first of 
the great Moscow show trials in the summer of 1936. Eleven of the 
sixteen defendants were Jews, but that only reflected their major 
presence among the old generation of Bolsheviks, whom Stalin had 
undertaken to liquidate. Genrikh Yagoda is, any case, the biggest 
criminal of the 20th century, since he was responsible for at least 10 
million deaths. 

Lev Mekhlis was one of Stalin’s most loyal lieutenants. “Even 
Stalin called him a fanatic”, writes Simon Sebag Montefiore. With his 
halo of black hair and his pointed, bird-like face, Mekhlis, in his way, 
played as important a role as Molotov or Beria. Born at Odessa of 
Jewish parents in 1889, he left school at fourteen, and only joined the 
Bolsheviks in 1918. Appointed by the sole commissar in the Crimea, he 
distinguished himself for his cruelty during the civil war by executing 
thousands of adversaries. He became one of Stalin’s assistants and the 
confidante of all his secrets, working with a sick frenzy. In 1930, Stalin 
appointed him editor in chief of Pravda. Mekhlis was then promoted 
adjutant commissar for Defense and Head of the political 
administration of the Red Army. 

In the years 1920 and 1930, many Russian members of the Central 
Committee and even of the Politburo had Jewish wives: Molotov 
(Polina Karpovskaya), Voroshilov (Gold Grobman), Bukharin (Esther 
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Gourvitsch, then Anna Lourie). Stalin’s faithful cabinet director, 
Alexander Poskrebyshev, married a certain Bronislava Weintraub, a 
Lithuanian Jewess from an industrialist family who made a fortune in 
the sugar trade. 

In September 1936, Nikolai Yezhov replaced Yagoda as the head of 
the secret police services and quickly became the most powerful man in 
the USSR after Stalin. He was one of Kaganovich’s protégés. Nikolai 
Yezhov was one of the greatest monsters in history. He it was, in fact, 
who, between 1936 and 1938, became the principal organizer of the 
Great Terror directed against party members and the “People of the 
Past’: aristocrats, priests, bourgeois, peasants, who had until then 
escaped the class terror. In fourteen months, more than seven hundred 
thousand persons were shot and millions of others were deported. Son 
of a forestry guard and a servant - this Russian - was a small, highly 
nervous man, thin and scrawny, measuring one meter fifty-one. Friend 
of the Jewish poet Mandelstam, he married a Jewess named Eugenia 
Feigenberg as his second wife. His wife’s best friend was “Bronka’”, the 
wife of Poskrebyshev, Stalin’s cabinet director. The balance sheet of 
the Cheka’s victims amounts, pre-war, to at least twenty million deaths. 

After his appointment to the post of People’s Commissar for the 
Interior, Nikolai Yezhov chose Matvei Berman as first adjutant. The 
latter kept his post at the head of the gulag at the same time. Another 
Jew, Mikhail Litvinov became the service head of the cadres of the 
NKVD. Isaac Shapiro, another loyal collaborator, was placed at the 
head of the secretariat of the NK VD. In December 1936, we find seven 
Jews among the ten departments of the glorious service of the GUGB 
of the NKVD (Secret Political Department). 

Jewish artists were then praised to the skies by the regime. They 
regrouped around the writer Mikhoels. Isaac Babel rapidly became one 
of the most popular authors, with Boris Pasternak, Osip Mandelstam, 
Ilya Ehrenburg and Vassili Grossman. The hard core of Soviet cinema 
also consisted of Jews: Eisenstein, Dziga Vertov (Kaufman), Grigori 
Kozintsev, Leonid Trauberg, Grigori Roshal, etc. 

We know that, after 1945, Jews were placed at the head of 
governments in Hungary, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Rumania. Matthieu 
Rakosi, who directed Hungary until 1953, was really named Matthieu 
Roth. He was the son of a Jewish grocer, and was “one of the most 
pitiless despots of the 20th century”, writes David Irving. The four men 
who held real power in popular Hungary were all Jews. Besides Rakosi, 
the Jewish quartet consisted of Ernest Gero, who directed the economy 
of the country. Born Ernest Singer, it was he who charged Ramon 
Mercader with the assassination of Leon Trotsky in 1940. Michel 
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Farkas was responsible for the army and defense. Born Wolf, he was an 
NKVD officer at Moscow and a former member of the International 
Brigades in Spain, like Gero. Joseph Reval, in turn, was appointed to 
run the nation’s culture. He was also the regime’s minister of 
propaganda. 

The situation was equivalent in Rumania, where Ana Pauker 
established a fierce dictatorship. It was she who oversaw the first 
political trials from 1947 to 1949. During the period from 1950-52, she 
supported Stalin’s project for the “canal of death”: thousands of 
prisoners were compelled to work under inhuman conditions to 
construct a canal linking the Danube to the Black Sea. This was a 
veritable gulag in which 120,000 people died in two years. The 
historian Stephane Courteois mentions the case of Col. Nicolski, 
famous for his cruelty: “His real name was Grunberg. He was a KGB 
agent in Rumania. In 1948 he became the adjutant director of the 
sinister Securitate — the political police — personally responsible for 
thousands of murders, inventor of the terrifying “reeducation” 
experiment at the prison at Pitesti, Nicolski died peacefully, in his 
superb villa at Bucharest, on 16 April 1992.” 

Stalin’s “anti-Zionist” swing took place in 1948, after the creation 
of the State of Israel, supported principally by the United States. The 
Jews were then gradually evicted from the higher spheres of Soviet 
power. The process accelerated in 1952, with the “Doctors” trial, the 
dictator’s (enigmatic) death in 1953. Khrushchev had Beria executed, 
and the regime maintained its “anti-Zionist” line until the end. 

it was inevitable that the USSR and the Communist states of 
Central Europe would be denounced by the Jews of the West. In The 
Confession (France, 1970), for example, Constantin Costa-Gavras 
shows the endless interrogations to which an “innocent” Zionist was 
subjected, at Prague, in 1951. The Jews, as we all know, are never 
guilty of anything; rather, they are always innocent. 


May 1968 


In 1968, we find the same individuals, animated by the same messianic 
faith. Of the four principal leaders of the events of May 1968, Daniel 
Cohn-Bendit, Alain Krivine, Alain Greismar and Jacques Suveageot, 
the first three were Jews. 

At the Revolutionary Communist League, in the 1970s, the 
situation was summed up in a joke: “Why don’t they speak Yiddish at 
the political bureau of the Communist League? Because Ben-said is a 
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Sephardic Jew.” In fact, Daniel Ben-said, a native of North Africa (and 
a Sephardic Jew), did not understand the Yiddish spoken by the other 
Trotskyite leaders, who were Ashkenazi Jews, natives of Eastern 
Europe. 

An Israeli historian, Yair Auron, who published a book on this 
subject entitled Extreme-Leftist Jews in May 1968, confirmed this 
remark: “Of the twelve members of the political bureau of the League 
and its beginnings, ten others were Jews from Eastern Europe; there 
was one single non-Jew, and then there was Ben-said”. 

Some people talked of a “shabbos goy”, that is, a goy employed to 
do minor jobs on the Sabbath, responsible for opening the doors and 
pushing the light switches on the Sabbath. 

After the collapse of Communism, in 1991, Jewish intellectuals, all 
of them, and all over the world, worked tirelessly to set up 
“democratic” regimes — again, all over the world — and the constitution 
of a world government. It is quite obviously always the same plan: 
building the “Empire of Peace” (shalom), a “world without borders”’, 
where men would be “free and equal”, and in which all identities will 
have disappeared forever — except for theirs. 

In sum, Communism made its appearance a little too early, and 
perhaps a bit too brutally. It is to come about as merely the natural 
consequence of liberal globalism, of the planetary uniformity 
engendered by materialist society. 


42 


Vv 


Anti-Semitism 


The Jews are hypersensitive to the slightest hint of anti-Semitism. The 
most insignificant bit of graffiti on a school yard wall is immediately 
noted, and the information is very quickly relayed to a rabbi. The 
slightest pushing or shoving incident in a door doorway triggers a 
deluge of protests. Governmental ministers profess great indignation as 
loudly as they can, although the murder of a mere goy leaves them 
indifferent. That which has been called the “great Jewish intolerance of 
frustration” is in fact one of the characteristic traits of the entire Jewish 
community: they cannot tolerate the slightest criticism, the slightest 
remark perceived as “hostile”. They get hugely indignant, heaping 
calumny upon the person deemed guilty, never hesitating before the 
foulest slanders — something “anti-Semites” have always complained 
of, all down through the ages. To finish the job, they file lawsuits, 
unless the victim apologizes publicly. 

The Marxists philosopher Jacques Derrida writes: “My vigilance, I 
think I can say, was without rest since the age of six, with regards to 
racism and anti-Semitism”. He had in him, he said, “a nervous 
vigilance, an exhausting aptitude in sniffing out signs of racism, in the 
most discrete configurations and the noisiest denials”. 

This obsession is an invariable characteristic of all “cosmopolitan” 
thinkers. In the Jewish community, there is a hyper-emotiveness, an 
anguish, even an in-born paranoia, which disposes the leaders of this 
community to man the battlements at the slightest sign of hostility. 

The fact that almost the whole French government attends an 
annual dinner at the CRIF (Representative Council of Jewish 
Institutions of France) really ought to reassure them; but an atavistic, 
secular, disquiet appears to be a fundamental characteristic of Judaism, 
which explains why, throughout history, the Jews can always be heard 
complaining, once again, of a “renewal of anti-Semitism”. 

It is moreover striking to observe that synagogues are the only 
places of public worship in which the faithful must barricade 
themselves behind bomb-proof doors. A foreign observer — a 
“Candide” — might legitimately ask here, “Hey, these people don’t 
seem to think that other people like them very much”. Perhaps they 
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have something on their conscience? 

Anti-Semitism is useful, too. Disproportionately magnified by the 
media system, it permits the maintenance among the Jews of the entire 
world of a fragile identity, constantly under threat of disappearance 
through assimilation into the host country. Over-sensationalized anti- 
Semitism thus reinforces the cohesion of the community. 


An “Inexplicable Phenomenon” 


Since Antiquity to most recent times, the Jews have been expelled 
everywhere, from all countries, both Christian and Muslim, many times 
over. In his memoirs, Elie Wiesel is compelled to observe: “Jewish 
history describes a permanent conflict between us and others. Since 
Abraham, we are one side and the entire world is on the other.” And he 
asks himself: “Why so many persecutions, so much oppression? What 
have we done wrong to men so that they wish us so much ill? I will 
open myself to my masters about it, and yet again to my friends. We 
will try to understand. For the whole answer, my Masters made us read 
the Bible and reread the Bible, over and over again, the prophets, the 
martyrological literature.” 

For the Jews, anti-Semitism is quite simply inexplicable. Martin 
Gray, in For Those I Loved, wonders about this incomprehensible 
hatred: “Why this hatred against us, why the death, everywhere, 
threatening? “ The poor Jews live “in the midst of rabid, insane 
beasts”. 

The historian Paul Friedlander denounces “Hitler’s wild imaginings 
on the Jews”. Why did Adolf Eichmann, a high Nazi official, feel the 
need to combat Judaism? Here is what Simon Wiesenthal has to say 
about it? “J was mistaken in searching the events of his early youth for 
the motivation for his conduct. There was no motive, no hatred. 
Eichmann was only a product of the regime”. 

In his book entitled Discourse of Hatred, published in 2004, the 
French philosopher Andre Glucksmann writes: “Hatred of the Jews is 
the enigma of enigmas. This destructive passion, extending over the 
thousands of years, dresses according to the fashion of the day, is 
constantly reborn from the ashes of various fanaticisms which appear 
to motivate it... For the anti-Semite, the object of his aversion is like an 
unidentified flying object. He doesn’t know who or what he is talking 
about... the Jew is in no way the source of anti-Semitism; one must 
think of this passion in itself and by itself; as if the Jew which it 
pursues, without knowing anything about him, did not even exist”. “One 
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cannot explain anti-Semitism”, confirms rabbi Josy Eisenberg. 

“Auschwitz exceeds my faculties of comprehension and our powers 
of analysis”, writes Raphael Drai in 1989. “Why the silence or the 
eclipse of God during this period of horror? Why? I do not know, 
despite the many books I have studied.” 

In his book entitled Hitler’s Willing Executioners, published in 
1996, Daniel Goldhagen also pretend to be unable understand. The 
Holocaust is, according to him, “the most difficult event to understand 
in all of German history... The Holocaust and the change in 
sensitivities which it implies, defy explanation... Explaining the manner 
in which the Holocaust may have occurred is a very difficult task”, he 
writes in the introduction. “The history of anti-Semitism in the Germany 
of the 19th century is of a very great complexity”. 

“It is one of the most irritating and disconcerting facts of 
contemporary history”, writes Hannah Arendt in her book entitled On 
Anti-Semitism. The famous Primo Levi expressed a similar view in Jf 
This Is A Man (1958). “A few historians, among the most serious ones 
(Bullock, Schramm, Bracher), recognize that they do not understand 
Hitler’s relentless anti-Semitism, and consequently, of Germany. 
Perhaps because what happened has not been understood, and even, 
should not be understood, in the measure that to understand is perhaps 
to justify... In the Nazi hatred, there is nothing rational: is it a hatred 
which is not in us, which is foreign to man... We cannot understand it”. 


The Scapegoat Theory 


In his book, The Psychiatry of Anti-Semitism (1952), Rudolph 
Loewenstein explains that anti-Semitism is “neither paranoiac nor 
phobic”, but is a matter of “mere criminology”. And he continues in a 
classical register: “The Jews have been the victims of sadism and 
political ambition and could be persecuted with impunity, pillaged and 
murdered. It has often happened to them to be hated for their very 
vulnerability. Man is very much attracted by the possibilities of slaking 
their instincts of cruelty against defenseless victims... The Jews, a weak 
minority, to whom people attributed a ‘shadowy and _ formidable 
power’, offered the Nazi leaders ‘the punching bag they had long been 
looking for’” 

The Jews are thus said to be “collectively guilty” — all of them, even 
unborn children — for epidemics in the Middle Ages, for Communism, 
for capitalism, for the Death of Christ, for disastrous wars and equally 
disastrous peace treaties. All the evils of humanity, the Black Plague 
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and the Atomic Bomb, are the “’ fault of the Jews’. We are the eternal 
scapegoats”. It should be noted here that Jewish intellectuals always 
pretend to be unable to understand why “anti-Semites” accuse them of 
promoting both Communism and capitalism simultaneously. 

It should first of all be noted that “scapegoat” is a concept 
originating in the Torah. The “scapegoat” was an animal charged with 
all the sins of Israel, after which the Jews chased him out and to die in 
the desert. For a moment, one might almost have been inclined to think 
that Jewish intellectuals were “projecting” their guilt onto the “anti- 
Semites’”... 


Denying the Evidence 


Jewish intellectuals seem compelled to deny all crimes, even in the face 
of the evidence. One could thus hear such and such a media personality 
rise up and raise a howl against the “myth of Jewish finance’”’. “People 
talk a lot about the ‘Jewish lobby”’, writes Pierre Birnbaum (2005), 
who adds: “Zhe ‘Jewish lobby’ does not exist. This word belongs to 
anti-Semitic terminology”. 

Above all, most Jewish intellectuals deny the overwhelming role 
played by their fellow Jews in the Communist tragedy. In Jf This Is A 
Man, Primo Levi writes: “Hitler’s idée fixe, for whom Judaism was 
confused with Bolshevism, had no objective basis, and even less in 
Germany, where it was notorious that the overwhelming majority of 
Jews belonged to the bourgeoisie”. 

The historian Arkadi Vaksberg, in turn, calmly affirms (Stalin and 
the Jews, 2003): “The ‘excessive’ share of the Jews in the revolution, 
and the resulting consequences, is an idea which owes a great deal to 
the world of imagination, to myth’. 


The Inversion of Reality 


They often prefer, not without a certain brass nerve — the famous 
chutzpah — to represent themselves as the first and foremost victims of 
Communism. Norman Cohn, Alain Brossart, Gabriel Eschenazi have 
expressed this idea. 

Jacques Attali in turn attempts to make us believe that the Jews 
were persecuted in the USSR (The Jews, the World and Money, 2002). 
As early in 1920, he writes, “the teaching of Hebrew, a ‘reactionary 
and clerical language’, was prohibited... The annihilation of Russian 
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Judaism is continuing”. For their part, the writers Marek Halter and 
Samuel Pisar attempt to make us believe that in 1941, their evacuation 
to the East, in Tashkent, a country vacation spot, was a “deportation” 
(see The Planetary Hopes). 

in his book Two Centuries Together, Alexander Solzhenitsyn 
became indignant about the remarks of this Simon Schwartz, who 
spoke of “the legend of the influence of the Jews, and the false ideas as 
to the exaggerated role of the Jews within State bodies”. According to 
him, the Jews simply had “almost no possibility of survival, except by 
serving the State”. “One is ashamed to read that”, says Solzhenitsyn 
indignantly. “What is this situation of oppression and despair which 
leaves you no possibility of survival except in privileged positions?” 

Solzhenitsyn quotes Isaac Stern, who affirms with aplomb that the 
Jews were the first victories of the regime: “Soviet history”, he says, “is 
entirely marked by a constant determination to grind out and 
exterminate the Jews... Soviet power was particularly hard on the 
Jews’. Louis Ferdinand Celine understood this trick very well: “The 
aggressor screams as he cuts your throat”, he writes. “The trick is as 
old as Moses”. 


The Good Deeds of the Jews 


Anti-Semitism is the result of the benefits brought to humanity by the 
Jews. These benefits are so great that they embarrass those who receive 
them, and awaken hatred against their benefactors among the 
recipients. In his Apology for Israel, Albert Caracco writes: “We are 
punished because we were beneficial and because good disturbs the 
order of things.” And again: “They will never pardon the Jews for the 
benefits to which they indebted to them.” 

George Tabori, Viennese writer, actor and film director, said the 
same thing (Jewish Portraits, 1989): “It was the Jews who formulated 
the laws... the Ten Commandments, the prescriptions of hygiene of 
Moses and others... these laws are a good thing, a reasonable thing, in 
a way a perfect moral code. But it is impossible to comply with them to 
the end. Hence results this feeling of a bad conscience, of permanent 
irritation against the Jews. They represent the Biblical law, and their 
very existence reminds Christians of the inaccessible ideal’. 

In The Jews, The World and Money, (2002) Jacques Attali 
expresses this same idea that those who oppose the Jews are showing 
great ingratitude. “Jn 325, at the Council of Nice’, he writes, “Christian 
anti-Judaism was set up, founded on the hatred of those who had 
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brought the Good Word. The hatred of him who had rendered service. 
We will find this much later in the relationship with money: the hatred 
of him who lends money to others after having had it supplied by his 
God”. 

For the period of the Middle Ages, Attali attempts to make us 
believe that the Jews were not permitted to exercise any trade except 
that of usurers or money lenders, although in reality they practised 
these same professions from the remotest antiquity: “As they were 
forced into money lending to start with, they plunged themselves into it 
completely. To their greater misfortune. Once again, they will be useful 
and they will be hated for the services which they render... The Jews 
are hated for having supplied them with their God and their money, 
because [the anti-Semites] hate themselves, because they can no longer 
do without either one”. 


The Jealousy of the Anti-Semites 


In Life and Destiny (1960), the Soviet novelist Vassili Grossman 
presents these explanations: “Anti-Semitism”, he writes, “is the 
expression of a lack of talent, of the inability to win in a struggle with 
equal weapons; this is true in all fields, in the sciences as well as in 
commerce, in handicrafts as in painting. It is also the manifestation of 
the absence of culture in the popular masses, incapable of analyzing 
the causes of their sufferings. Uncultured men see the causes of their 
misfortunes in the Jews and not in the social and governmental order. 
Anti-Semitism is the measure of religious prejudices which hover in the 
dregs of society... Everyday anti-Semitism is an anti-Semitism which 
causes no blood to flow. It attests to the existence on earth of envious 
idiots, reactionaries and failures.” 


Always Innocent 


The Jews are always innocent of everything they are ever criticized for. 
In his book, The World of Yesterday (1944), the famous Stefan Zweig 
expresses the astonishment of his fellow Jews obliged to flee Hitler’s 
Germany: “Zhe most tragic thing”, he writes, “in this tragedy of the 
20th century, is that those who endured it could not discover the sense 
of it, or any fault on their part... What was the motive, what the sense, 
what was the purpose of this persecution?... No one could find the 
answer. Even Freud, the clearest intelligence of his time, with whom I 
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often spoke in those days, found no explanation, found no sense in this 
nonsense’. 

Communist criminals? Silly question: they weren’t really Jews; 
they were Communists! Saul Friedlander writes this way: “The 
essential thing, which anti-Semites forgot, was the simple fact that the 
Soviet Jews, on all levels of the system, were first and foremost Soviet 
citizens devoted to the ideas and objectives of the USSR and forgetful of 
their origins”. 

The Jewish historian Gabriel Eschenazi in turn explains that the 
new Jewish leaders of Poland, in 1945, were not really Jews: “The 
Jewish’ party leaders such as Jakun Berman, Hilary Minc or Roman 
Zambrowski had broken with their Jewish origins and defined 
themselves solely as Communists and Poles’. Just because the Jews 
were “numerous at the top of the Party” and that they “occupied most 
of the positions in the central party” doesn’t mean that Communism 
was a Jewish dictatorship; those Jews weren’t really Jews at all! “We 
find ourselves faced by a new paradox’, writes Gabriel Eschenazi, “in 
becoming Communists, the Jews ceased to be Jews in the eyes of their 
milieu, but for the Poles, they became more’ Jewish’ than ever, and 
Jews’ of the worst kind.” 

In this openly twisted genre, we may yet again cite the passage by 
Jacques Attali (The Jews, The World and Money): “They even accuse 
the Jews of being indirectly responsible for the Shoah: Hitler, 
according to certain German historians like Ernst Nolte, was only a 
response to Marxism and the Soviet Union. It suffices to add that 
Marxism and the Soviet Union are ‘Jewish Creations’ so that the 
persecution of the Jew becomes, supreme refinement, responsible for 
his own persecution!’ Which cannot be true, of course, because the 
Jew, so to speak, is always innocent by nature. 

“Why did God persecute the innocent?” demands the psychoanalyst 
Rudolph Lowenstein. 

Stephane Zagdanski (On Anti-Semitism), 1995), does not hesitate 
to write: “Jt is even precisely because they are the cause of none of the 
things of which they are accused that the Jews have been detested for 
so long and in so many places”’. 

We see that Solzhenitsyn was therefore right when he became 
indignant over the refusal of the great majority of Jews to shoulder their 
share of the responsibility for the Communist experiment. In this 
difficult exercise, one cannot help but notice the past mastery of every 
sort of intellectual contortion, each more astonishing than the last. After 
all, the Barnum, Bailey and Ringling Brothers travelling circuses and 
side shows will always be there to dazzle the hopelessly stupid goy 
hayseeds... 
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Anti-Semitism: An Hlness 


These personages confirm that anti-Semitism is an illness, at least in 
the mind of the Jews. In his monumental History of Anti-Semitism, the 
very serious Léon Poliakov exposes the pathological nature of German 
anti-Semitism after the defeat of 1918. For him, the explanation is 
rather simple: the Germans were seized by a rather common illness — 
the persecution syndrome — which may lead people who are afflicted 
with it to the most total insanity: “Zhe day after the October 
Revolution”, he writes, “the remarks of a certain leaders of German 
destinies came close to delirium”, because “an uncertain number of 
Bolsheviks were of Jewish origins... The frenzied tendency accentuated 
itself because it became obvious that Germany had lost the war’’. 

For Daniel Goldhagen, the Germans were deeply infected: “The 
corpus of German anti-Semitic literature of the 19th and 20th centuries 
with its savage and hallucinatory texts on the nature of the Jews, on 
their virtually limitless power, their near-total responsibility for almost 
all the ills afflicting the world, is at this point so far removed from 
reality that the reader is obliged to conclude that it is quite simply the 
product of a group of pen pushers in an insane asylum... the beliefs 
contain elements proper to hallucinations.” 

In her study On Anti-Semitism (1951), the famous Hannah Arendt 
writes: “Anti-Semitism, as an ideology, remained, with rare exceptions, 
the prerogative of eccentrics in general and a few lunatics in 
particular’. For her, anti-Semitism is an “insult to good sense”, a 
phobia of “illuminated people”. The famous Protocols of the Elders of 
Zion are the best illustration. The document is dismissed as a great 
forgery, a “grotesque” fantasy, an “incredible fairy tale”. 

Norman Cohn confirms this: anti-Semitism was “reanimated and 
modernised in the 19th and 20th centuries by a handful of eccentric 
and reactionary Christians”, driven mad by a frenzied text: the famous 
Protocols of the Wise Men of Zion. The book is a collection of 
“ludicrous ideas”, of “ridiculous fantasies”. And Cohn adds: “There is 
a subterranean world in which pathological fantasies disguised as 
ideas are used by swindlers and half-illiterate fanatics to excite the 
ignorant superstitious masses”. 

In The Fault of the Jews (2002), Guy Konopnicki writes: “One can 
never simply make the transition from a denunciation of capitalism to a 
denunciation of occult financial powers fomenting a world conspiracy. 
The people who trot out this obsession never express a single idea, 
apart from the most vulgar kind of anti-Semitism. It may be that this 


50 


error is committed without their knowledge, but that is one of the 
properties of delirium’. 

In 1974, in the last part of his History of the Jewish People, the 
rabbi Josy Eisenberg wrote (presumably without smiling): “We do not 
intend here to explain the roots of anti-Semitism. For clinicians, the 
individual or collective impulses which underlie anti-Semitism are only 
explained by recourse to psychoanalysis, a recourse which exceeds the 
limits of this book and our means of investigation”. 

In March 2004, Jeff Jacoby, editorialist at the Boston Globe, 
dedicated a file to the resurgence of the “cancer of anti-Semitism in 
Europe’. Listen to what Abraham Foxman, the president of the ADL, 
said about Mel Gibson, director of The Passion of Christ, under the 
influence of alcohol, before excusing himself before the Jewish 
community under the effect of we know not what kind of pressure: 
“That he should seek treatment for his alcoholism is a good thing”, 
Foxman declared clearly, but “anti-Semitism is a disease of the non- 
Jewish brain, not of the Jewish brain. We are only the victims”’. 


The Madness of Men 


Manes Sperber analyses the matter as follows: “Zhe hatred of Jews”, he 
writes, “appeared to me at a very young age as an aggressive 
persecution delirium... like a frenzied fear of others... in his 
monomaniacal hostility [the anti-Semite] persuades himself that he 
enjoys an insurmountable superiority over those whom he hates, whom 
he must despise, as well as fear, because they are of a diabolical 
wickedness.” And Manes Sperber adds in passing: “While this hatred 
sometimes constitutes for us the worst of dangers, it is nevertheless 
your illness. It is the evil with which you are afflicted. Without doubt it 
has caused us indescribable sufferings, but we will continue to 
overcome it no matter what form it takes.” 

For Rudolph Loewenstein (Psychoanalysis of Anti-Semitism) the 
“frenzied beliefs relating to the Jews” have no basis in fact. One must 
therefore do everything possible to avoid a repetition of “frenzied crises 
of anti-Semitism”. 

The thing is understood: anti-Semites are insane. Stalin, the tyrant, 
the executioner, the nationalist, proves quite useful in crystallizing the 
horrors of the Soviet regime. Stalin becomes the ideal “scapegoat” who 
can be accused of all evil. Elie Wiesel writes thus in his Memoirs 
(1994): “Stalin is insane, his hatred renders him insane’. 

On the broadcast Everyone is Talking About It (6 May 2006), Elie 
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Wiesel said, with regards to the Iranian President Ahmadinejad: “The 
religious head of Iran is insane, I mean pathologically sick: he is 
insane with hatred”. To which he added, logically: “His bomb does not 
threaten Israel, but the entire world”. You’ ve got it right: all those who 
oppose the plans of the Jews are “insane”. 


Accusatory Projection 


The mechanism of “projection” is quite common among Jewish 
intellectuals. Vassili Grossman (Life and Destiny, 1960) explains: 
“Anti-Semitism is the mirror of the defects of a man taken individually, 
of civil societies, of governmental systems. Tell me what you accuse the 
Jews of, and I will tell you what you are guilty of yourself’. 

Raphael Drai, in Jewish Identity, Human Identity, 1995, thinks the 
same way: “The anti-Semite attributes to Jews precisely those 
intentions which are truest of themselves... The psychopathological 
dimension of such a construction is quite remarkable... the Jews 
depicted in the imagination are only projections... the ‘Judaised’ image 
is proper to the delirium of anti-Semitism’. 

Manes Sperber explains that the anti-Semite hates — “in the Other” 
— “precisely those same defects from which he would most like to rid 
himself. He excuses them and conceals them more easily by imagining 
them grotesquely magnified in those whom he hates”. 

In Anti-Semitism, published in 2006, Jewish “philosopher” Alexis 
Rosenbaum wonders: “Js anti-Semitism the expression of a neurosis?”’, 
before explaining: “The mechanism of projection is regularly 
accompanied by an accusatory inversion. In fact, the Jews are blamed 
for precisely the same crimes which others would like to commit, too, 
or are preparing to commit, against the Jews themselves... From the 
psycho-analytic point of view, this state of fact is symptomatic of the 
process of inversion between the victim and the torturer (or ‘projective 
inversion’). Thus, one persecutes the Jews because he imagines or 
convinces himself at once that he is exculpating himself and inculpating 
the target of his hatred.” “Anti-Semitism”, he writes, once again, “is 
characterised... by a strong tendency to wild fantasy... [anti-Semites] 
construct theories of a measureless exaggeration... which are often 
very ingenious, but are in no way disturbed by the fact that none of the 
great accusations directed at the Jews has ever been supported by any 
evidence. Whether he is obsessed with the Semites or the Zionists, it is 
almost impossible to reason with him.” 

In 1959, Primo Levi, with regards to Hitlerian anti-Semitism, 
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wrote: “It was no doubt a matter of a personal obsession, the roots of 
which remain unknown, even if he talked a lot about it. They said he 
was afraid he had Jewish blood in his veins since one of his grand- 
mothers got pregnant while working in a house belonging to Jews; he 
felt this fear all his life; obsessed by purity, he feared he was not pure 
himself. Other explanations have been offered by psychoanalysts, 
explanations which explained everything, correctly: they said, they 
have said, that Hitler was paranoid and perverse, that he projected 
upon the Jews the characteristics of which he wished to rid himself.” 

Daniel Goldhagen writes as follows: “Anti-Semitism tells us 
nothing about the Jews, but a lot about anti-Semites and the culture 
which nourishes them”. The “hallucinated accusations” of the anti- 
Semites are therefore just a mirror of anti-Semitism. 

The Jewish intellectual, as we see, projects upon anti-Semites 
everything he feels guilty for, including his tendency towards 
“accusatory inversion”. Once we have understood this principle, it 
suffices simply to switch the terms “Jews” and “anti-Semites” to 
understand the roots of the problem. To gain a proper understanding of 
Jewish intellectuals, they must be read with a mirror. 

We understand better now why the Nazis, on certain occasions, 
were permitted to burn the books of all the Jewish intellectuals, each 
more perfidious and perverted than the last. In the film Raiders of the 
Lost Arc (USA, 1980), we see a scene of this kind. One must however 
bear in mind at this point that Orthodox Jews have always burned the 
books of their adversaries within their own community. Thus the books 
of Maimonides were burnt by the rabbis in the Middle Ages, just as the 
books of the Hassidic Jews were burnt in the 18th century. On 20 May 
2008, in Israel, New Testaments were burnt by Jewish students of 
Yehuda. 

Here again is a beautiful example of accusatory inversion, from the 
pen of Stephane Zagdanski (2006). Listen to this: “Anti-Semitic logic is 
characterised by paranoid inversion”, writes Zagdanski. “...The 
privileged function of anti-Semitism is paranoid inversion, and the 
privileged language of inversion is calumny. Which explains why each 
anti-Semitic idea is the methodical contrary of the truth... Each of the 
statements made by anti-Semitism”’, he continues, “is a great neurosis. 
It would be a good idea to go see a psychoanalyst... Anti-Semitism gets 
lost in obsessive calculations for the purpose of learning nothing about 
its own delirium”. One need only switch the terms “Jew” and “anti- 
Semite’ to understand that Zagadansky is sick himself. 
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Hatred of Humanity 


It is, allegedly, quite simply impossible for individuals to derive 
rational nourishment from hostility towards Jews, and solely against the 
Jews, simply because there are no rational grounds for such hostility. 
Since they need to justify themselves, Jewish intellectuals always try to 
create confusion by representing Jews as the victims of intolerance, like 
Protestants, lepers, witches, foreigners and people who are “different”. 

Since the Jews are just like everybody else, hatred of the Jews can 
only, therefore, be the symptom of a hatred of all of humanity! Here, 
Jewish intellectuals project onto a universal plane that which is, in 
reality, of concern solely to themselves. In For Those I Loved, the 
famous Martin Gray writes: “Here, at Treblinka, it was not just the 
Jews they killed, it was not just a particular race they were 
exterminating: the torturers wished to destroy Man”. 

“Tt is this way, and there is nothing anyone can do about it”, writes 
Elie Wiesel in his Memoirs: “The enemy of the Jews is the enemy of 
humanity. And vice versa. In killing Jews, the killer kills more than just 
Jews. He begins with the Jews: but he inevitably attacks other ethnic 
groups, religions and social groups... By killing Jews, the killers were 
attempting to murder all of humanity”. 

The analysis of Clara Goldschmidt, wife of the writer André 
Malraux, is very much in agreement: “Persecution”, she writes, “is less 
difficult to bear when one knows that it is totally unjustified and that, 
therefore, the enemy is transforming himself into the enemy of 
humanity”. 

Jacques Attali also recalled the well-known rules of Judaism (The 
Jews, the World and Money, 2002), “To impose a very strict morality 
upon oneself, tolerating neither arrogance nor immorality, to create 
neither jealousy nor pretext for persecution’. It was just about time for 
somebody to say that, in fact. 


54 


VI 
The Mafia 


It is impossible to summarize the power of this Mafia in a few words, 
under pain of not being believed. We published a 400-page book on the 
subject in 2008, containing all the information the reader will ever need 
to prove that the Jewish Mafia is, by far the most powerful Mafia in the 
world. Here we present a small glimpse of this octopus-like 
international power, engaged in all illegal activities: Ecstasy, heroin, 
cocaine, prostitution, gambling, porn, arms dealing, plus money 
laundering, through the agency, in particular, of the diamond industry. 

The production and distribution of Ecstasy all over the world is 
entirely in the hands of the Jewish Mafia. In fact, all the dealers who 
have ever been indicted anywhere in the world — without a single 
exception — (see The Jewish Mafia, 2008) — have been Jewish 
criminals. And all of them were in possession of Israeli passports, for 
the simple reason that the State of Israel almost never extradites Israeli 
citizens. 

Liberation, the daily newspaper, of 23 July 2001, in fact, informs us 
that the Israeli Mafia has “hijacked the market in synthetic drugs”. The 
11 August 2001 issue of Le Figaro confirms this: “Ecstasy is the 
private hunting ground of the Israeli criminal underground”. 

The synthetic drug called “Ecstasy”, which provides a sensation of 
power and well-being for a few hours, is a veritable chemical garbage 
can. Its effects, long term, are irreversible: memory loss, behavioural 
disturbances, sleep disturbances, loss of concentration, and brain 
damage in the children of drug-addicted mothers. But these 
complications are of no matter in the eyes of the dealers. 

Holland is the most important producer in the world. The drug is 
produced there in dozens of clandestine laboratories. At the head of the 
traffic, we find Israelis linked to various “Russian” mafias, which 
organize the networks supplying Europe, the United States, Japan and 
Australia. Sometimes the dealers use young Orthodox Jews to smuggle 
the drug past border check points. For a long time, customs agents 
never even thought of suspecting these religious Jews in their black 
caftans, black hats and ringlets. Each of these “mules” transported 
35,000 to 50,000 tablets per trip. These smugglers, who criss-crossed 
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between Europe and the United States, were paid 1500 dollars per trip. 

The Israeli daily newspaper Haaretz of 6 April 2003, confirms the 
role of these “Israeli” criminals: “Jsrael is the hub of the international 
Ecstasy traffic, according to a document published by the United States 
Department of State. These past few years, organized crime in Israel, 
linked to criminal organizations in Russia, has taken control of 
distribution of the drug in Europe, according to an official document. 
This document notes that the Israeli criminal groups have taken control 
of the Ecstasy traffic in North America. Over the course of the year 
2000, 80% of all the Ecstasy sold in the United States originated from 
Holland, which is the largest centre of production.” 

The Arc, known as “the monthly of French Judaism’’, published this 
information in May 2007: ”Zeev Rosenstein, the most famous godfather 
of the Israeli milieu, has returned from the United States to complete a 
12-year prison sentence for drug dealing’. Rosenstein was sentenced 
for importing 850,000 Ecstasy pills into the United States. The weekly 
newspaper Marianne, on 18 August 2007, informs us that Rosenstein’s 
organization was active on four continents, and used “small Latin- 
American gangs of smugglers for the distribution of his synthetic drug.” 

At a cost of production of 20 or 25 cents, one single Ecstasy pill, 
sold to a distributor for 2 dollars, who himself resells it in a discotheque 
for 10 or 15 dollars, or even 30-40 dollars, can feed quite a large 
family. What is more, if the discotheque belongs to you, this makes you 
“King of the Night”. 

The reality of “accusatory inversion” is easily verified, for 
example, by the 1987 film by Gerard Oury, Levy et Goliath: Moise 
Levy, a Hassidic Jew and diamond dealer at Antwerp, has fallen out 
with brother Albert, a Parisian cafe owner, ever since the latter married 
a goy. Moise takes the train for France, where he is supposed to deliver 
diamond powder to the Renault factory, but he finds himself involved, 
despite himself, in a coke trafficking deal. The coke dealers and pimps 
here are tall, blond-haired “Aryans” with blue eyes, very wicked and 
very anti-Semitic, while the Jews are always very likeable and 
innocent. 

The film Lethal Weapon (USA, 1987), shows the methods of these 
horrible drug traffickers. 

Two cops — one white and one Negro — are assigned to arrest the 
evil-doers. The two cops are atrociously tortured in the basement of a 
night club owned by one of the dealers. But you shouldn’t be surprised: 
the bad guys here are Viet Nam vets, white men, as usual, with blond 
hair and blue eyes. The poor Jews are completely innocent. The film is 
signed Richard Donner. 
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The sequel to Lethal Weapon 2 (1989) is even more of a caricature: 
The two cops, who symbolize the triumphant multicultural society, are, 
this time, fighting a dangerous gang of South African drug dealers. The 
villains are all white — always Nordic, blond-haired and blue-eyed, and 
terribly, terribly racist. Richard Donner’s real name, let us note, is 
Richard Schwarzenberg. This information may be useful in 
understanding the messages disseminated through his films. 

The film Blood Diamonds (USA, 2007) is a good example of media 
furtiveness whenever a Jewish criminal type is involved. The film only 
shows the role of the Jews in the diamond industry in one single image: 
an Orthodox Jew appears on the screen... for one-half second! The 
viewers are completely hood-winked. In his genre, the director, Edward 
Zwick, is a magician. You must realize, in fact, that the international 
diamond business, legal or illegal, is 100% in the hands of Jewish firms 
or dealers. 

In the French film Taxi (1998), the dangerous criminals are 
Germans of the Nordic type, as stupid as they are wicked: a film by 
Gerard Pires. 

In The Firm (USA, 1993), a young diplomat has just been recruited 
by a powerful law firm in Memphis. He gradually comes to the 
realisation that the company managers are in fact working for a terrible 
mafia gang in Chicago. All the lawyers present — about thirty of them — 
are white, Catholic and Nordic. They symbolize the American elite at 
its hypocritical best. The film is by Sydney Pollack, who also practises 
the technique of accusatory inversion. Thus it is that the Jews are 
always portrayed as innocent victims. 


The Great Swindles 


Not all swindlers are Jews, and not all Jews are swindlers. But, as 
Jacques Attali said, in 2002, “among Jews, as always, one never does 
anything by halves: if you’re going to be a criminal, you might as well 
as well be the best”. And the fact is that the really great swindles are 
exclusively the work of the Jews. We will only present a succinct 
summary of a few: we advise you to read The Jewish Mafia (2008), to 
become aware of the details and juicy anecdotes linked to these 
scandals. 

We know that since the signature of the Kyoto agreements, by 
virtue of the principle that “the polluter pays’, all industrialists must 
acquire “vights” to compensate for the environmental damage caused 
by their activity. In 2007, the opening of the financial markets to 
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“carbon credits” attracted international swindlers. 

In Paris, it was sufficient to supply a photocopy of your identity 
card to obtain the status of a “broker”. Between the fall of 2008 and 
2009, a colossal embezzlement of VAT on the “carbon tax” permitted 
the crooks to steal 1.4 billion euros from the French taxpayer. Sitting in 
Parisian internet cafes, the swindlers, over the BlueNet CO. exchange 
system, acquired tons of “CO, equivalents” for non-existent clients, 
without paying tax, in foreign countries, with a click of the computer. 
They then diverted these quotas to different countries to cover their 
tracks, then resold their cargoes in France to polluting industries, such 
as cement plants and electricity producers, invoicing them for VAT at 
19.6%, which they never paid over to the state. The money evaporated 
instantly into accounts in Lithuania, Montenegro, or Hong Kong or 
Cyprus. The brains of the operation, Gregory Zaoui, had begun his 
criminal career by fraudulently reselling jeans and portable phones. 
Justice sent dozens of letters rogatory to Israel. As a result, the Ministry 
of Finance was compelled to reduce VAT on CO, to zero per cent to 
restrict the fraud. Europol estimated the extent of the fraud at 5 billion 
euros. Have you ever heard of this gigantic swindle? No, of course not. 
Which is quite normal, because these same people control our TV 
channels. 

Here’s another recent scandal: In December 2008, it was revealed 
that approximately 400 complaints had been filed by tradesmen, 
merchants and associations in a single year. The swindlers solicited 
electronic listings by fax or telephone. The inquiries led to the 
indictment of four persons in France in the month of April, followed by 
about thirty people in Israel by early December, in which 700,000 euros 
worth of jewellery and luxury vehicles were also seized. You haven’t 
heard about this scandal? Perfectly normal. 

In March 2008, another gigantic VAT fraud was revealed, the brain 
of which was a certain Avi Rebibo, “a Franco-Israeli”. 

We also recall the Claude Lipsky affair, the “swindler of the 
century”, who was sentenced in 2007 for embezzling the savings of 450 
French soldiers. 

In 2006, the swindler Gilbert Chickli, who swindled the banks by 
telephone, fled to Israel with 23 million euros. 

In 2001-2004, the scope of the “Sentier” money laundering scandal 
was estimated at one billion euros. The media, curiously, did not insist 
on these matters. 

There was also the recent case of Jacques Crozmarie, president of 
the Cancer Research Association, who embezzled money from TV 
viewers. He was sentenced in 2000. The swindler only repaid 26% of 
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the money entrusted to him by French citizens. He also manifested a 
classic example of phenomenal chutzpah, declaring before French TV 
cameras: “J had pocketed even a single penny I would be a criminal. 
But look at my representation expenses, they are nothing! I don’t even 
get my meals reimbursed when I eat at restaurants!” 

In the USA, swindles occur in mammoth proportions. In April 
2010, for example, a business man was prosecuted for a pyramid 
scheme. On Wednesday 21 April, the regulatory agency for the 
American stock market, the SEC, announced that it was bringing 
proceedings against the President of a Florida investment fund, Nevin 
K. Shapiro, for a 900 million dollars “Ponzi-type” pyramid scheme. 

The year before, in November 2009, another Ponzi-type pyramid 
scheme, mounted by the lawyer Scott W. Rothstein, amounted to a 
billion dollars, according to The Wall Street Journal. The star lawyer of 
Florida was accused of selling shares in extra-judicial agreements to 
investors, promising 2-digit returns. 

In February 2009, a stock market fraud exploded before the London 
Stock Exchange, for the sum of 600 million dollars. The principal 
protagonist was a certain Abraham Hochman. 

On 18 January 2009, we learn that a Florida business man, Arthur 
Nadel, disappeared with 350 million dollars he was managing. In 2006, 
there was the “Abramoff swindle” as well. 

All these swindlers were small fry compared to Bernard Madoff. 
This New York financier was nicknamed “the Jewish Treasury Bond” 
by members of the Jewish-American community. But the returns which 
he distributed to his clients were not the result of financial investments: 
he simply collected funds from new investors and distributed them to 
old ones. In December 2008, his company went bankrupt, ruining 
thousands of savers, and, at the same time, numerous influential Jews. 
He stole the investments of the Stephen Spielberg Foundation and the 
Elie Wiesel Foundation. Fifty billion dollars disappeared! It was the 
biggest swindle in the history of the world. 

But the Jewish mafia was even more powerful in Russia, after the 
collapse of the Soviet Regime. In the 1990s, a handful of “oligarchs” 
got their clutches on the near-totality of Russian wealth, creating a 
reign of terror in the streets of the big cities, while the little people 
suffered in silence (see the summary in The Jewish Mafia, 2008). It 
requires an understanding of the actions of these people — Mikhail 
Khodorkovsky, Roman Abramovich and other, Boris Berezovsky — to 
understand the anti-Semitism of many Russians. Starting in 2000, the 
new Russian President, Vladimir Putin began to clean house. Since 
then, Khodorkovsky is in prison, and his fellow Jews fled to Israel, 
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London or the Cote d’ Azur. 

The Pavel Lungin film, Zycoon (2003), of course, shows none of 
this. This is the scenario: at the end of the 80s, Platon Makovsky and 
his friends, young brilliant university students, abandon their scientific 
studies to launch themselves in business. Platon became the richest man 
in his country. Alas, he is soon killed in an assassination. The people 
responsible for this cowardly murder — stock “bad guys” — are all 
Russian patriots, tall, strong, with blue eyes, who are swindling the 
people and will stop at nothing to eliminate Platon, the likeable 
billionaire. There is obviously no need to study “Pavel Lungin’’s 
family tree to guess which “Mafia” he belongs to... 


International Pimping 


This topic was the object of a long very well documented chapter in our 
book entitled The Jewish Mafia. Since the fall of the Berlin Wall, in 
1989, tens of thousands of young women from Eastern Europe have 
been caught up by prostitution networks and sent to distant 
destinations. 

The collapse of the USSR in 1991 led to a considerable 
impoverishment of the population. To attempt to escape from the 
misery and meet the needs of their young families, many young 
Russian, Ukrainian or Moldovan women answered attractive ads in 
newspapers. Unfortunately for them, these offers to work abroad 
proved to be traps laid by international pimps. The media remain 
extremely discreet on this subject. In the month of May 2000, however, 
a report by Amnesty International revealed the scope of the 
phenomenon and pointed the finger at the State of Israel, as the 
turntable of this traffic. 

Here again, we shall only present a few recent incidents: on 20 
September 2009, we learned that an international luxury prostitution 
network had been dismantled in Paris. Three people were charged with 
“ageravated pimping” and membership in a “criminal organization”. 
Young women from Eastern Europe had been coerced into relations 
with business men. The Nouvel Observateur spoke of a “couple from 
Narbonne”. The head of the network was said to be a 38-year old 
woman, manager of a clothing store, and “of Moroccan origin”. In the 
French press, usually, they explain that the persons responsible are 
“Lebanese”, “Russian”, “Chechen”, or “Armenian”. If the press never 
gives their names, it is because there is a good reason not to: in fact, 
one had to read the Egyptian newspaper A/ Yom Saabeh to learn that 
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this was the work of the Jewish Mafia. 

In December 2008, at Limoges, information was received from an 
Israeli pimp, Moshe Suissa, adding: “Several thousand women were 
‘sold’ to prostitution networks in Israel over the last four years, 
according to the inquiry of a Parliamentary committee. From 3,000 to 
5,000 women were the victims of this traffic, which earned thousands 
of billions per year. According to a police inquiry, 120 persons were 
arrested for pimping in the past 15 years and sentenced to from 2 to 15 
years in prison”. Let us note that this is a question of 3 to 5 thousand 
women per year, most of them literally kidnapped in Russia, the 
Ukraine or Moldova, through deceptive newspaper ads. 

Sergio Leone’s beautiful film One Upon a Time in America (1984), 
tells the story of Jewish gangsters arriving in New York from their 
native Poland at the beginning of the century. We see them dedicating 
themselves to smuggling alcohol and all sorts of other sordid rackets. 
They burglarize a jewellery store, liquidate their competitors, become 
nightclub owners, and do not hesitate to prostitute women of their own 
tribe. Later, their leader changes his identity in order to become a 
Senator. 

In L.A. Confidential (USA, 1997), a film by Curtis Hanford, after 
the novel by James Ellroy, Jewishness is shown with great discretion. 
The beginning of the film presents the godfather of the local mafia, in 
the Los Angeles of the 1950s: Meyer Cohen — “Mickey C., to his fan 
club”. He is, we learn, “the king of junk, racketeering and prostitution. 
He kills a dozen people per year” and makes big headlines. 

At the cinema, some cosmopolitan directors have also very 
classically projected the guilt of their fellow Jews upon others. In 
Roger Hanin’s film (real name: “Levy”), The Protector (1974), 
Nathalie, an 18-year old girl, disappears in the middle of Paris. To find 
her, her father, Samuel Malakian — a poor Jew — enters the White Slave 
trade directed by an aristocrat, Baron Metzger. 

Take another look at the film Vice Squad, by “Jean Rougeron” 
(1987); Severine, 18 years old, falls into the hands of a pimp. Alarmed 
by her disappearance, her loved ones alert the vice squad. The inquiry 
orients the police to a White Slave network, the “Horsch” network. 
These villains kidnap girls to resell them to very rich foreigners. 

These are all Nazis, Germans, tall, blond, with blue eyes. 

In the same register, Steven Spielberg’s film on the slave trade, 
Amistad (USA, 1997), does not show the dominant role played by 
Jewish merchants in this tragedy (see the chapter in The Jewish Mafia) 
and throws all the weight of the ignominy onto Christians. 
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The Organ Traffic 


The organ traffic was the topic of a scandal during the summer of 2009. 
On 24 July, in the United States, about forty local representatives and 
five rabbis were arrested in New Jersey, and several synagogues were 
searched. The authorities suspected the suspects of corruption, 
extortion, money laundering, and... organ trafficking. Rabbi Levy Izhak 
Rosenbaum was accused of persuading Moldovan donors to sell their 
kidneys for 10,000 dollars, so as to resell them for 16 times as much in 
the USA and Israel. “He targeted vulnerable people”, stated Mark 
MacCarron, substitute Federal prosecutor. Rosenbaum took care of all 
the formalities required to cover the donor’s trip to New York, where 
the operation took place. It turned out that Rosenbaum was the 
principal intermediary of Illen Peri, who remained in Israel, and who 
was the brains of the operation. 

In January 2004, already, a retired Israeli army officer named 
Geldaya Tauber Gady was arrested in Brazil for his participation in an 
international organ trafficking network. He then explained to the court 
that the operation was financed by the Israeli government. The fact is 
that the Israelis do not donate their organs for religious reasons. Israel 
is thus the only country in which the medical profession does not 
condemn the illegal traffic in organs, and where no action is taken 
against physicians who engage in the practice. 

In 2003, Han Peri, 52 years old, was indicted in a network 
discovered in South Africa. It had performed at least one hundred 
kidney transplants. The operations, which benefited the Israelis, had 
taken place at the Saint Augustine clinic in Durban. The donors, in turn, 
were poor Brazilians from the region of Recife, who were paid up to 
100,000 dollars per kidney. But the rates dropped quickly: to 3000 
dollars. 

Mike Levinski, an Israeli citizen, was the pioneer of the Moldovan 
network. The 15 February 2002 issue of Le Point, a weekly newspaper, 
provides some information on this traffic. We learn that the Moldovans, 
citizens of a small country located between Rumania and the Ukraine, 
were quite poor, and some of them were reduced to selling a kidney to 
survive. Israeli racketeers prospected on the spot, offering donors 3000 
dollars for their “pound of flesh”. The commission received by the 
racketeers amounted to 30,000 dollars per kidney, while the surgeon’s 
fees amounted to 100,000 to 200,000 dollars per operation. Donors and 
patients found themselves in Turkey in the clinic of Dr. Sonmez, who 
admitted practicing more than 500 transplants over the past 5 years, 
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without ever being bothered by the Turkish police. The traffic was 
obviously extremely profitable, judging by the number of small ads of 
intermediaries published in the Israeli press. 

The “donors” were not always aware of what was happening to 
them. After benign operations, for appendicitis or something similar, 
performed on young Moldovans, they woke up with scars in the wrong 
places. They were then informed that it had been necessary to remove a 
kidney which was not functioning properly, or that, as was the case 
with Serghei, an X-ray later revealed that their surgeon had simply 
stolen their kidney. 

Nancy Scheper-Hughes, of the University of California, the 
specialist in this field, visited villages in Moldova where, she wrote, 
“20% of the adult men had been recruited to be kidney vendors”. 

In December 2001, the Israeli newspaper Haaretz reported that the 
Rumanian ambassador in Israel had demanded to be received by the 
Minister of Social Affairs to discuss the topic of what was beginning to 
be a scandal in his country. On this occasion, we learn, he demanded 
explanations and had given the Ministry a list of children born in 
Rumania who had been brought to Israel to be adopted, “with all their 
organs inside their bodies’. It therefore seems that the adoption of 
Rumanian infants in Israel is perhaps not just a work of charity. 

The “Rabbi Rosenbaum Affair” reopened the case. At the end of 
2009, the Swedish journalist Donald Bolstrém, after an on-the-spot 
investigation, accused the Israeli army of taking organs from 
Palestinian prisoners. On the Internet, tongues loosened. Israeli doctors 
from the medico-legal legal institute of Abou Kabir were accused of 
having extracted the vital organs (heart, kidneys, liver) from young 
Palestinians killed by the Israeli army in Gaza or the West Bank. The 
bodies were sometimes returned to the families, stuffed with cotton and 
stitched up from top to bottom, but usually guarded in numbered tombs. 

During an interview on the Al-Jazira TV channel, the former 
Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat accused the Israelis of murdering 
infants and young Palestinians so as to collect their vital organs for 
transplant purposes. “They murdered our children and used their 
organs like the recycling of spare parts. Why did the world remain 
silent? Israel benefits from this silence to intensify its oppression and 
terror against our people”, Arafat charged. Over the course of this 
interview, which was held on 14 January 2002, Arafat showed 
photographs of mutilated children. 

In early October 2009, it was revealed that the network of rabbi 
Rosenbaum was also operating in Morocco. Pr. Mustapha Khiarti, 
president of the National Foundation for the promotion of health and 
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research and development, revealed that the network specialized in 
kidnapping children in Algeria. The operations were performed in 
Moroccan clinics located in Oujda. Rabbi Rosenbaum concerned 
himself with the financing to acquire the necessary equipment for the 
surgical operations, and the transport of the organs to New York. 

In July 2009, we learned that at Bucharest, in Rumania, three 
persons had been arrested on charge of trafficking in human ova, this 
time. The two persons responsible for the Sabyc clinic, a father and 
son, were Israelis. Two other Israelis who worked in this clinic were 
also booked. The clinic paid the donors sums between 800 to 1,000 lei 
(approximately 190 to 238 euro), while Rumanian law strictly 
prohibited the payment for the donation of organs or cells. According 
to the Rumanian media, most of the recipients were Israelis. They paid 
between twelve and fifteen thousand euro for the performance of 
fertilization in vitro. The ovules originated from young Rumanian 
women in situations of social difficulty. 

Accusatory inversion is seen here in a film called Dirty Pretty 
Things (Britain, 2002): Okwe is a poor black of Nigerian origin who 
lives in London, England. He is an illegal immigrant, and life is not 
easy. But he works hard to survive. He works as a taxi driver by day 
and receptionist at night, in a London hotel. But strange things start 
happening in the hotel, and Okwe discovers that the hotel where he 
works is just a front for an organ dealing operation, orchestrated by the 
person responsible for that floor, who exploits poverty-stricken 
immigrants. In exchange for a kidney, poor Third World immigrants 
are promised a passport or a visa: a kidney for a passport. The 
operation is performed in one of the suites in the hotel by inexperienced 
physicians. Persecuted by the immigration services (two white 
Englishmen — very evil people), Okwe does not dare report what he 
knows. So he attempts to dismantle the traffic by other means, assisted 
by a Turkish cleaning lady, a black prostitute and a Chinaman working 
in a morgue. The poor clandestine immigrants (“undocumented aliens’’) 
are the victims of blackmail, pressure, rape and crimes, while the bad 
guys, once again, are whites. The film was produced by the director 
Stephen Frears, who is a “white man”, as you may have guessed... 

See The Believers (USA, 1987). In this film (do doubt you were 
expecting this): at New York, young children are kidnapped and serve 
as victims of ritual sacrifice. The psychologist Jamison discovered the 
existence of a sect, Santeria, practicing a Cuban variant of voodoo. The 
film is by John Schlesinger, who is not a member of any voodoo sect... 

In the film by Peter Webber, Hannibal Lector, the Origins of Evil 
(2007), which unveils the childhood of the cannibal psychopathic killer 
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of The Silence of the Lambs we see, in one scene, that a child killer can 
also be a good Christian, who is anxious for his own children to go to 
church. 

It may be a bit easier to understand now why Jewish intellectuals, 
as a whole, are fiercely opposed to the death penalty. It is not just the 
fruit of philosophical reflection, but, rather, of a well-understood self- 
interest... 
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Vil 


The Destruction of the 
Traditional Family 


The Defense of Homosexuality 


To Sigmund Freud, the founder of psychoanalysis, bisexuality was 
inherent in each human being. After him, it was chiefly Jewish 
intellectuals who have been at the vanguard of the homosexual 
movement. “Ant-Semites” quite correctly accuse them of contributing 
to the dissolution of the traditional family, but one must understand that 
this militant homosexuality is above all a manifestation of one facet of 
the Jewish identity. The omnipresence of “cosmopolitan” Jewish 
intellectuals in television, in film, as well as in bookstores and 
exhibitions is any case the only explanation for the exponential increase 
in the social and financial power of homosexuals in all “democratic” 
societies. You can look at the problem from every other possible angle: 
there is simply no other explanation. Jewish, and often homosexual, 
film makers have also largely contributed to the acceptance and 
trivialisation of deviancy. 

Bruno (USA, 2009), for example, is an “irritating”, “disturbing” 
film by Sacha Baron Cohen. It is the fantastic story of an Austrian 
homosexual journalist who decides to become a “shtar” in Los 
Angeles... 

Spring Fever (China, 2009), a film by the Chinese national Lou Ye, 
is a “burning film about homosexuality in China’, we are told by the 
newspaper Le Monde. The film, selected by the Cannes Festival and 
subsidized by the Region Isle-de-France, was produced by Sylvain 
Burztejn. 

The Comrades (France, 2006), shows a group of friends after the 
Liberation. They are all communists and members of the Party. 
Everything is going well, until the homosexuality of one of the 
“comrades” is discovered by the hierarchy. The declared intention of 
Sephardic director Francois Luciani was to denounce the intolerance 
which existed in the Stalinist party at the orders of a USSR which 
became “reactionary” following the elimination of “cosmopolitan 
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elements”. 

Directors like Edouard Molinaro (Mariage Blanc, La Cage aux 
Folles), Alain Berliner (see the series Clara Scheller, 2004), Cedric 
Klapisch (The Spanish Apartment, also known as Pot Luck 2002), 
Olivier Dahan, Sebastien Lifshitz, Dominique Baron, Claude Miller, 
Jean-Jacques Zilbermann and many others, have contributed to the 
trivialisation of this phenomenon. 

Among the films known to the general public, we may cite Soft 
Pedal (1996), by Gabriel Aghion: a film on the world of gay and 
transvestite clubs. Then again, there is French Twist by Josiane Balasko 
(1994), the story of a lesbian who insinuates herself into the life of a 
couple: the husband finishes by agreeing to a menage a trois. “A 
provocative comedy of morals which questions the received notions on 
love and sexuality”. 

Above all, there are the “American” films: see, for example, Far 
from Heaven (2002): in a bourgeois suburb in the America of the 
1950s, a woman discovers “shady areas” in the life of her husband, 
who turns out to be homosexual. Quite happily, our beautiful American 
comforts herself with her gardener: a big strong Black who knows how 
to take care of her — according to the magic formula of, “homosexuality 
for the white man; race-mixing for the white woman’. The film, by 
Todd Haynes, was naturally rewarded by four Oscar nominations: “A 
pure diamond”, according to Les Inrock (Serge Kaganski); “Disturbing, 
a masterpiece”, exclaimed the magazine Zurban. The director Todd 
Haynes is, in fact, Jewish through his mother. 

American Beauty (1999) is a well-made film, but exceptional for 
the extent of its perversion: in a neat little suburb of an American city, a 
couple are quarrelling violently. So the woman has an affair with a real 
estate promoter. Their new neighbour, a professional soldier with 
“Extreme Right Wing” views who regularly beats his son with the 
greatest brutality, discovers his own latent homosexuality. 
Homosexuality is once again shown with indulgence in the furtive 
appearance of another neighbourhood couple, who appear to be the 
only happy couple in the district. The magic formula in this film is: 
defense of adultery, drugs, homosexuality, paedophile and incestuous 
ambiguity; and denunciation of the “Extreme Right’: we are certainly 
dealing with a “cosmopolitan” film. Directed by Sam Mendes, the film 
naturally won five Oscars. “Jronic, provocative and disturbing”, we 
read in other reviews. 

Jewish intellectuals actually brag about being “irritating”, 
“provocative” and “disturbing”, but are astonished and become 
indignant at the persistence of “anti-Semitism”! This, again, is another 
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“paradox”. 

In and Out (1997), is a comedy. A university professor, who wishes 
to disprove the rumour that he is homosexual, decides to get married 
quickly to his fiancée. And here is the final scene: during the diploma 
awarding ceremony, students and parents learn with stupefaction that 
the professor has been fired. They all get up one by one to declare that 
they are all “gay”. The film is signed Frank Oz. There are many other 
examples of this genre. As early as 1962, the famous William Wilder 
outdid himself with the film The Children’s Hour, in which he 
denounced Puritanism, and posed as an apostle of the “/iberation” of 
morals. 

The ambiguity of identity is found, once again, in the film by the 
director Arthur Penn, Little Big Man (USA, 1970). It is the story of a 
white man who has been raised among Cheyenne Indians since the age 
of ten, and who is thrown back and forth, depending on circumstances, 
between the camp of the wicked White men and that of the loveable, 
peaceful Indians. A homosexual Indian character, inverted in more 
ways than one, is also highly symbolic of the ambiguity of identity in 
Judaism. 


Cross-Dressers and Transsexuals 


An obsession with cross-dressers and transsexuals may also be noted 
among “cosmopolitan” film directors. 

In Russian Dolls (France, 2005), Cedric Klepisch offers us a sequel 
to The Spanish Apartment. Once again, the film depicts lesbianism 
(between white women), with the added touch of race-mixing (white 
man and black woman), cocaine consumption, and a transvestite scene. 

Chouchou (2003), is a film by Algerian-born Merzak Allouache: 
Chouchou, a young Maghrebin, disembarks illegally at Paris in search 
of his nephew. The latter has become “Vanessa”, a romantic singer in a 
cabaret. Chouchou decides to become a transvestite as well, during his 
free time. The film is the product of the imagination of his script-writer, 
Gad Elmaleh, who plays the main role, and who is not Algerian. 

In this genre, we also have All About My Mother, by Pedro 
Almodovar (Spain, 1999), a story of transsexuals and transvestites. 
Almodovar is also pleased to show us a very multicultural Spain, which 
is, yet again, very typical. The film, produced by Michel Ruben, was 
made available on DVD by Claude Berri (Langmann). 

Almodovar was naturally rewarded by the Cannes Film Festival in 
1999 as “The Best Director”. “I dedicate this reward to Spanish 
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democracy. I experienced religious fundamentalism, police brutality 
and the hatred of difference”, he explains. 

Among famous directors, we must cite Sydney Pollack, with his 
film Tootsie (USA, 1983): Dorsey, a serious, hard-working comedian, 
is unemployed. To get a role, he dresses up as a woman and becomes 
“Tootsie”. As early as 1959, In Some Like it Hot, Billy Wilder told the 
story of cross-dressers, in an admittedly funny comedy. 

Two unemployed jazz musicians, involuntarily mixed up in a feud 
between gangsters, disguise themselves as female musicians in order to 
escape. They start out in Florida with a female orchestra, and straight 
away fall in love with a ravishing woman (Marylene) who wants to 
marry a billionaire. 

Of course, not all films on homosexuality, cross-dressing and trans- 
sexuals are the work of Jews exclusively. Evening Dress (1986), for 
example, was directed by Bertrand Blier, who was not a Jew, but was 
perhaps heavily influenced by his wife (Anouk Grinberg). 

Before the Second World War, the precursor of all modern studies 
of homosexuals and transvestites was the sexologist Magnus Hirschfeld 
(1868-1935), founder of the first “gay” political movement, in 1897. In 
1920, he founded a “sexology institute” in Berlin which acquired an 
“international reputation”. A homosexual, Jew and socialist, Magnus 
Hirschfeld was compelled to flee Germany in 1933. 


Feminism 


The famous feminist Elisabeth Badinter intends to make tabula rasa 
with the past and destroy the family basis of European civilization: 
“Rethinking masculinity is an urgent need”, she writes (XY: On 
Masculine Identity, 1992). “The idea is to give birth to a uni-sex human 
being”. Elisabeth Badinter worships “the clairvoyant discourse of the 
Viennese feminist Rosa Mayreder’”, who advocated “the synthesis of the 
masculine and feminine for individuals liberated from their sexual 
characteristics”. Let us recall that Elisabeth Badinter is the daughter of 
billionaire advertising king Bleustein-Blanchet (of the Publicis Group, 
biggest worldwide). Badinter was the wife of the Mitterand’s Minister 
of Justice. 

Once again, this is the egalitarian fanaticism of Judaism: always 
this same obsession with levelling all differences between human 
beings. Feminists claim that there are “no differences between the 
sexes”, just as the Marxists used to assure us that “social classes would 
be abolished”, and the democracies promised us a “world without 
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borders” which resemble a mixed-race humanity. The objective is 
always the same: the dissolution of identities, whether sexual, social or 
national, and the coagulation of the atomic particles so as to unify the 
world and work for the advent of definitive “peace” on earth, which 
would be the “peace of Israel”: (solve et coagula); obviously, 
everything else must be broken down first before anything can be built 
up. 

In the United States, the four most important figures in radical 
feminism since World War Two were Jewish women: Betty Friedan, 
who founded the first large-scale feminist movement in the United 
States (NOW: National Organization for Women): Bella Abzug, Gloria 
Steinhem, and Gloria Allred. In France, Jewish women also headed the 
movement after the war: Anne Tristan (Zelansky) created the 
association Feminine-Masculine-Future in 1968; Gisele Halimi was 
also one of the leading figures of militant feminism. Born in Tunisia in 
1927, her real name was Zeilza Gisele Elise Taieb. A lawyer, she cut 
her teeth on Communism, demonstrated for Algerian independence, 
untiringly denouncing the French army and colonialism. In 1971, she 
founded the feminist movement with Simone de Beauvoir and militated 
with Simone Veil for “abortion rights for French women’. She was 
also one of the founders of the world globalization movement Afttac. In 
2006, she was promoted to the Légion d’Honneur. 

These militants played a primary role in the adoption of measures 
for the legalization of abortion. In the United States, the great birth 
control pioneer Margaret Sanger; abortion was legalized in 1973. Then 
it was Germany’s turn in 1974, followed by France in 1975, under the 
influence of another Jewish woman: Simone Veil. We should recall 
here that the “father” of modern divorce laws in France in 1882 was 
another Jew named Alfred Naquet. 

The consequences of all these measures of cultural revolution and 
subversion upon the European birth rate did not take long to make 
themselves apparent, all the more so since the limitation of births was 
further encourage by the invention of the “abortion pill” RU 486. The 
abortion pill, perfected by Professor Etienne Beaulieu, made billions 
for the Roussel-Uclaf trust and its “genius” inventor. Was this an 
accident? Professor “Beaulieu” was also a Jew. Born in Strasbourg on 
12 December 1926, he was the son of Leonce Blum, born in Alsace, 
who was the son of the rabbi Felix Blum. After the Popular Front, the 
Blum family name was unpopular, so much so that Blum applied to 
change his name, which was accorded by decree in 1947, after which 
the family called themselves “Beaulieu”. 
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The Destruction of All Patriarchy 


The destruction of the nuclear family, the basis for traditional European 
society, is one of the major themes of cosmopolitan thought. “Women’s 
Liberation”, unrestrained by the restrictions of the patriarchal family, 
was prepared for long in advance by film. So many films contributed to 
the “/iberation” of European women that it would be impossible to 
count them all. In Whatever Works (USA, 2009), for example, the 
director Woody Allen transmogrifies a Christian couple: the wife 
becomes addicted to sexual orgies, while the husband becomes a 
blossoming homosexual! 

It should be recalled at this point that the pornography industry is 
very largely the work of Jewish entrepreneurs and “artists”. It would be 
impossible to provide a summary here, but you may consult the book 
The Jewish Mafia (2008). 

After the Second World War, the “Freudian-Marxist” current was at 
the head of the “/iberation of morals” movement and the “sexual 
revolution”; essentially, a simple combination of Freud and Marx. 
Wilhelm Reich, Herbert Marcuse, Erich Fromm, Theodore Wiesenthal 
Adorno were this movement’s most illustrious representatives; all were 
Jews. The family, wrote Wilhelm Reich, was an “authoritarian state in 
miniature”. If one wishes to destroy a nation, one must also, logically, 
destroy the traditional family, since the authoritarian family is the 
reproductive cell of reactionary thought, bullying the “individual” 
through the repression of “infantile sexuality”. “Cosmopolitan” thinkers 
are literally obsessed by “infantile sexuality”. 
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Vill 


The Psychopathology 
of “Anti-Semitism” 


Rapists and Psychos 


In our books, we have compiled numerous cases of physicians or 
psychiatrists who raped their patients. The press regularly reports these 
incidents, but one must read between the lines. Here are a few recent 
scandals: on 7 February 2007, Roger Chemoul, 61, was sentenced to 5 
years in prison by the criminal court at Rhéne. Roger Chemoul was 
prosecuted for raping a nurse who worked in the same retirement home 
with him, in Tarare, France, in 2003. 

In November 2007, Andre MHazout, a famous Parisian 
gynaecologist, who was also an international leading authority on 
fertilization in vitro, was indicted for some obviously exaggerated 
gynaecological examinations. 

See again the Thierry Chichportrich scandal, the “masseur to the 
stars”, nicknamed “The Man with the Golden Fingers” by the elite of 
the film world. On 20 May 2006, he was sentenced to 18 years in 
prison by the criminal court of Nice for the rape of 13 young girls 
whom he first anaesthetised. 

Gilbert Tordjmann was the founder and “Pope” of French sexology. 
When he was finally indicted in March 2002, 44 former patients 
appeared to testify, claiming to have been abused by the great 
“specialist”. 

We have compiled numerous cases of this kind in the United States, 
particularly in the fields of psychiatry and psychoanalysis (see our book 
entitled Jewish Fanaticism, 2007). Psychiatrists, who make up only 6% 
of all physicians in America, make up 28% of all practitioners punished 
for crimes of a sexual nature. Between 10 and 25% of mental health 
practitioners were said to have abused their patients. As early as the 
19th century, some newspapers in Central Europe warned young 
women against abuse by “psychoanalysts”’. 


72 


Sexual Crimes Against Children 


Paedophilia in the Jewish community is much more widespread that it 
appears. The media pass over the problem in silence and accuse 
Catholic priests. In reality, the phenomenon is incomparably more 
important within the Jewish sect, particularly among Orthodox Jews. 
We have compiled innumerable testimonies and legal proceedings 
since the publication of The Psychoanalysis of Judaism, in 2006. 

In the United States, an Internet site — the Awareness Center — 
listed hundreds of rabbis, both Israeli and American, persecuted for 
sexual attacks on children. The site, unfortunately, no longer exists, but 
we compiled a few of these cases in the chapters of our books (Zhe 
Psychoanalysis of Judaism, The Mirror of Judaism). Each week, the 
American and Israeli press provides us with new examples. In 
December 2011, the umpteenth scandal erupted in the Orthodox Jewish 
community of Brooklyn, where the New York City Police Department 
investigated charges of sexual abuse brought by no fewer than 117 
children. 85 people were arrested in this one case. 

In January 2012, the rabbi Daniel Fahri, eminent founder of the 
Jewish liberal movement of France, was indicted for similar misdeeds. 
This Daniel Fahri was also the father of rabbi Gabriel Fahri, who had 
been much talked about in 2003, who claimed to have been attacked 
with knives in a Paris street. Police investigations very quickly 
established that the rabbi had stabbed himself. (We have listed 
numerous cases of similar affairs in Jewish Fanaticism). 

These sexual deviations are explained in part by the content of the 
Talmud, the holy book of Judaism, which contains the teachings of the 
rabbis, and which the Jews consider more important than the Torah. We 
have already studied this question in our books. Let us summarize the 
essential facts here: 

The Sanhedrin treatise (54b-55a) teaches that as long as children 
have not reached sexual maturity, they are not physiologically capable 
of having sexual relations, are not considered persons, and the laws on 
sodomy do not apply to them. Many pages are dedicated to the 
description of paedophilia and “cohabitation” with young children. 
Sanhedrin 55a clearly establishes that a boy is considered sexually 
mature at age 9 years and | day, and a little girl at the age of 3 years 
and | day. 

In France, very well known personalities have defended 
paedophilia in their books. Daniel Cohn-Bendit, former “68” leader, or 
the TV announcer Michel Polac, for example. We have long been 
aware of the morals of former Minister of Culture, Jack Lang, who 
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declared in the newspaper Gay Pied on 31 January 1991: “The sexuality 
of children is still a forbidden continent. It is the task of the discoverers 
of the 21st century to approach the shores”. In September 2009, at the 
time of the arrest of the film director Roman Polanski, all Jewish 
intellectuals defended the paedophile as one man: Bernard-Henry Levi, 
Claude Lelouch, Constantin Costa-Gavras, etc. Even Frédéric 
Mitterrand got involved. It is necessary, once again, to note the 
convergences between Judaism and the “sexual minorities”. 


74 


IX 


At Last: Psychoanalysis Explained 


The question of incest is a nagging one among Jewish intellectuals. 
Direct testimonies are rather rare, due to the fact that incest victims are 
highly reluctant to discuss the matter, and very few victims bring 
charges against their own parents. But if we read the Jews with a 
mirror, we will soon see that this whole problem is an absolute 
obsession in the cultural production of Judaism. Jewish intellectuals 
and film makers always talk about it with an air of great mystery, in an 
anecdotal way, or by projecting the problem onto a universal level, 
always using a goy family as an example. We know that the Jewish 
people love to encourage an air of mystery and secrecy, and that incest, 
in particular, is one of the secrets, if not the top secret of Judaism. In 
our books The Psychoanalysis of Judaism (2006), Jewish Fanaticism 
(2007), and The Mirror of Judaism (2009), various chapters show that 
the near-totality of Jewish intellectuals, artists and film-makers have 
dealt with the problem at one time or another, usually via the 
mechanism of “projection”. This is not an accident. 

Of course, incest is formally proscribed among Jews, as stipulated 
by the Torah (Leviticus 18) and the Babylonian Talmud (Yabamot 2a). 
But the interpretations of Jewish intellectuals are always ambiguous. 

Everything is ambiguous in Judaism. Ambiguity may even be said 
to constitute the principal characteristic of Judaism. In the case in 
question, one must observe that the Jews know how to rationalize their 
war around the Biblical texts. 

See for example, the film Chinatown, by Roman Polanski (USA, 
1974): at Los Angeles, in the 1930s, a drought compels small farmers 
to sell their land. The land is purchased at rock-bottom prices by large 
landowners with the connivance of the municipality, which releases the 
badly needed, precious water over a spillway every night. Jack 
Nicholson, private detective, investigates the affair, which displeases 
powerful enemies. At the end of the film, the beautiful Faye Dunaway, 
slapped by Nicholson, finally admits that the little girl she has been 
hiding from everyone is both her daughter and her sister. Her father is a 
monster, a rich landowner. This is a typical example of the manner in 
which an intimate and highly sensitive, almost uniquely Jewish 
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problem is projected onto the goyim, by a Jew who is a child rapist 
himself, Roman Polanski. Examples of this genre are very numerous. 

Incest may also be depicted as occurring between father and son. 
Director and actor Tim Roth, for example, has admitted being abused 
by his own father. In his film The War Zone (Great Britain, 1999) he 
denounces the incestuous relations between a father and his daughter. 
The horror finally ends when Tom and his sister stab their father to 
death. 

An article in the Israeli newspaper Haaretz, on 13 December 2006, 
reports interesting statistics. We learn that Israel, over the course of the 
year, received more than 2,000 complaints alleging the sexual abuse of 
children under the age of 12, and nearly 2,500 others concerning 
adolescents aged between 13 and 18 years. 90% of the victims were 
attacked by someone they knew; 60% of the cases involving children 
below the age of 12 were incestuous relationships. One must remember 
that, in the immense majority of cases, the victims of incest never bring 
charges. 

In the film They Live, (USA, 1988), by John Carpenter, the hero, 
Nada, thanks to special glasses, discovers that a small part of the 
population consists of extra-terrestrials who look like everybody else, 
constituting an elite which governs the world through lies. Nada 
(“nothing”, in Spanish) we learn, was the victim of an abusive father. 

Some mention must be made at this point of the famous “Jewish 
mother’, which means an over-possessive, abusive mother. Jacques 
Attali, Bernard-Henry Levi, Romain Gary, Alain Finkielkraut and 
many others have left more than just a few ambiguous testimonies on 
this subject. This is what Elie Wiesel wrote on the subject, in Zalmudic 
Celebration (1991): A woman visits Rabbi Yeoshoua. “So what’s the 
problem? 

Here it is: ‘B’nai hakatan mibni hagadol’, she says, “my younger 
son’s father is my older son”. [...| Jewish mothers are always guilty of 
what happens to their beloved children’’. 

Wiesel puts it elliptically: “As a good Jewish son, he loved his 
mother — a little bit too much”. 

The philosopher Alain Finkielkraut felt the need to see a 
psychiatrist: “My fears and problems were no doubt a result of our 
frenzied intimacy... whether it was irritation or just weariness, it has 
happened to me to be weak and offer my Jewishness to 
psychoanalysis”. Finkielkraut himself writes: “Hysterical, I had 
become Jewish to make people look at me’’. 

The American novelist Philip Roth, in Portnoy ’s Complaint (1967), 
also “let go” a little (cf. Jewish Fanaticism): “Please, who crippled us 
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so? Who made us so morbid, so hysterical and weak? ... Doctor, what 
do you call this sickness I have? Is it the Jewish suffering which I used 
to hear so much about?... My own mother... Her beloved, she calls me!” 
Jewish mothers, “in /ove” with their sons, no doubt imagine that they 
have given birth to the long-awaited Messiah of Israel. And Philip Roth 
adds, sickened, “What was it with these Jewish parents, what, that they 
were able to make us little Jewish boys believe that we were little 
princes on the other hand, unique as unicorns on the one hand, 
geniuses and brilliant like nobody had ever been brilliant and beautiful 
before in the whole history of childhood’? 

The feminist Elisabeth Badinter explains (XY: On Masculine 
Identity, 1992), that this is all quite natural: “The good mother is 
naturally incestuous and paedophile. Nobody would ever dream of 
complaining of it, but they all wish to forget it, including the mother 
and son’. 

There are many glimpses of this type in cosmopolitan cinema. In 
1997, the Jewish director Milos Forman presented Larry Flynt, a film 
on the scandalous life of a pornographic magazine tycoon who became 
the flag-bearer of the struggle against the moral order in the United 
States. We see this “Pope” of porn (represented as a goy) persecuted by 
the representatives of the “moral order” for caricaturizing the moral 
order in his magazine and claiming to have had sex with his own 
mother in a toilet. Here again, accusatory inversion is the norm. In 
France, Catholic associations were successful in bringing about the 
withdrawal of the film poster, which represented a man being crucified 
on a woman’s pubis. 

Incestuous relations between brother and his sister are made to 
appear rather common, at least judging by the cultural production of 
Jewish cinema. References to incest are seen to be very numerous in 
film as soon as one starts paying attention. Here are a few: in Land of 
Light (2008), director Stephane Kurc projects a history of incest 
between brother and sister among the French in Algeria, in a film 
dripping with anti-goy racism. There is also the film Disengagement by 
Israeli director Amos Gitai (2007); Kika by Pedro Almovodar (Spain, 
1993), In Brotherhood of the Wolf (2001), Christophe Gans shows us 
the rape of a sister by her brother. The film is also very “anti-racist”: an 
Iroquois Indian beats the stuffing out of a load of French peasants, in 
the 18th century! 

In the novel by Jonathan Littell entitled The Kindly Ones (Goncourt 
Prize 2006), the hero is a homosexual SS officer, madly in love with his 
twin sister Una. This is a clear case of accusatory inversion, traditional 
among Jewish intellectuals. 
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The novelist Isaac Bashevis Singer also projects his guilt onto 
others. In his novel entitled Scum, published in 1991, we read: “Jn 
Argentina, Peru, in Bolivia, Chile and elsewhere, little girls are raped 
by their fathers, brothers sleep with their sisters, mothers have sex with 
their own sons. People do not always put a stop to such crimes. They 
go talk to the priest, confess, and they are absolved with a little holy 
water.” 

In his book On Anti-Semitism, Stéphane Zagdanski himself warns 
us that the reader will have to “decode” his remarks and put the 
following sentence in the right place. With reference to “anti-Semites”, 
he writes: “Jo be decoded: they are egotistically addicted to this 
obscure enjoyment of incest, access to which is prohibited to them. 
Anti-Semites, you understand, are very greatly disturbed by incest, 
which is logical, since they suffer from a lack of boundaries.” 

Incest, as we see, is an absolute obsession among Jews. Mother and 
son, father and daughter, brother and sister, uncles and daughters, 
etc.... there are what are called “stovepipe” families, in which 
everybody “fits” into everybody else, from generation to generation. 
There is no doubt an urgent need for an official inquiry into the 
problem to provoke a discussion, intended to break the succession of 
“incestuous generations’. 

At this point, there can no longer be any talk of any “Chosen 
People”; what the Jews need is a medical diagnosis. The “German 
poet”, Heinrich Heine, had the habit of declaring sardonically that 
Judaism is not a religion, but a “family misfortune” (Familienungliick). 
Freud himself no doubt also understood that the origin of Judaism is 
not religious in nature, but sexual. But he lacked the courage to reveal 
to the world at large that the famous “Oedipus complex” was in reality 
nothing by an “Jsrael complex”, preferring to project the neurosis of 
Judaism onto humanity as a whole. One must always read the Jews 
with a mirror. 


The Myth of the Oedipus Complex 


The father of psychoanalysis built his theories based on the study of 
hysterical pathology, which was obviously no accident. Based on his 
personal case history and on a study of and his fellow Viennese Jews, 
he showed that incest was the major cause of hysteria. 

In 1896, Freud categorically supported the notion that the specific 
cause of hysteria must be sought in some sort of sexual problem. 
Thirteen cases analysed by him permitted him to arrive at this 
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conclusion. Hysteria, he affirmed, was caused by a serious incident of a 
sexual nature, passively experienced and occurring before puberty. 

What his biographer Ernst Jones writes is edifying, as long as one 
understands that we are only speaking of the Jewish community: “From 
May 1893, the time in which he speaks for the first time to Fliess, in 
September 1897... he admitted that a sexual seduction committed 
against a child by an adult — most often the father — was the essential 
cause of hysteria. The proofs provided by the analytical materials 
seemed irrefutable. For more than four years, his conviction remained 
unshakeable, although the frequency of these so-called incidents 
surprised him more and more. Everything appeared to indicate that a 
great number of fathers were addicted to the commission of incestuous 
crimes... Freud concluded that, judging by certain symptoms 
observable in his brother and a few of his sisters, his father might have 
been guilty, too” (letter to Fliess, 11 February 1897). 

In this letter, as Freud wrote to his great friend, Dr. Wilhem Fliess, 
“Unfortunately, my own father was one of these perverts: he is the 
cause of my brother’s hysteria (whose condition I am still striving to 
diagnose), and some of my younger sisters...” 

In 1897, however, after his father’s death, which occurred at the 
end of October 1896, Freud abandoned the “seduction theory” and 
adopted the “fantasy theory’: hysterical women were no longer the 
unfortunate victims of incest committed against them during their 
childhood, but were now merely fantasizing about their fathers! His 
father was henceforth washed clean of any suspicion. Parents were no 
longer guilty. It was now necessary to believe that the children were in 
love with their parent of the opposite sex and desired incestuous 
relations. 

Ernst Jones writes here: “During the winter following the death of 
his father (more precisely, in February), Freud accused his father of 
acts of seduction; three months later (on 31 May 1897), an incestuous 
dream he had put an end to his doubts relating to the seduction story”. 

In his letters of 3, 4, and 15 October 1897, Freud described the 
progress of his self-analysis and acknowledged “his father’s 
innocence” — or so it would appear. Ernst Jones appears satisfied with 
this explanation and supported the Freudian hypothesis: “What is 
important above all, more than the parent’s incestuous desires, even 
more than occasional acts of this kind, was the general fact of 
incestuous desires inspired in the child by the parent of the opposite 
sex”. Et voila: “infantile sexuality” and the “Oedipus complex” were 
born! 

Freud was obviously the object of very heavy pressure from his 
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fellow Jews while he was still in the process of constructing his 
theories on the origins of hysteria, so as to avoid revealing to the world 
the heavy secret of Judaism. By inventing the theory of the “Oedipus 
complex”, he concealed the reality of incest within Jewish families 
while exculpating Jewish parents. And he covered his tracks even 
further by projecting this Jewish specificity onto a universal plane, 
through the mechanism of a Greek hero (Oedipus). In reality, the 
famous “Oedipus complex” is in reality and above all nothing more 
than an “Jsrael complex”, i.e., the complex of a son who has slept with 
his own mother, and who wishes to “kill his father”, for quite 
understandable reasons. 

We nevertheless owe it to Freud for raising the question of incest, 
which is the one true great secret of Judaism. The only thing we need to 
do now is place this “psychoanalytic theory” in front of a mirror, which 
will then reflect the following conclusion: “Judaism is the illness which 
psychoanalysis sets out to cure”. Everything written by Jews must be 
read with a mirror. The truth is that everything they ever say about 
others and about “humanity” is, at bottom, nothing but the reflection of 
themselves. 

After Freud, psychoanalysts replaced priests in caring for the souls 
of the faithful. The only difference, really — from the Jewish point of 
view — was that while priests were free of charge, while psychoanalysts 
demand to be paid cash on the barrel head! Or possibly credit card. Just 
the same, it’s a little bit comical to see all these “sick people” (the 
phrase is from Jacques Attali) forming the heavy battalions of all those 
who set out to cure humanity of its ills. But this is just one of the 
“paradoxes” of Judaism. The truth is that Jewish psychoanalysts don’t 
just practice their profession to treat their patients; rather, they treat 
their patients to try to treat themselves. 

Typically, in claiming that the origin of neurosis were to be found 
in the repression of sexual impulses by Christian morality, Freud was, 
once again — and, once again, typically — deliberately projecting his 
own neurosis — and the neurosis of Judaism — onto a civilization which 
he consciously hated. He himself warned us, in embarking for America: 
“They do not know that we are bringing them the plague”. 
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>, 4 
The Hysterical Sect 


On the individual level, hysteria is very common in the Jewish 
community, more than in any other. But in reality, it is Judaism as a 
whole, the Jewish “mission” with universal pretentions, in its various 
political, intellectual and artistic expressions, which appears to be an 
expression of hysteria. Here we find the pathology common to all the 
ingredients of intellectual Judaism: egocentrism, _histrionics, 
introspection, anguish, emotional fragility, a tendency to dramatize, 
manipulation, paranoia, a “great intolerance of frustration”, plasticity 
of identity, the idea of a “mission”, selective amnesia, fantasizing, 
over-abundant imagination, frequent suicides: everything in Judaism 
matches the symptoms of hysteria point by point; and we are not 
thinking of “nervous pregnancy” or the “birth-pangs of the Messiah”. 

The same pathology which attracted the attention of Sigmund Freud 
is also characterized by an extremely great contagiousness: it is no 
wonder that the Jews are the great specialists in all those exercises in 
politico-religious delirium which regularly set humanity on fire. This 
can all summed up in ten words: Judaism is the illness which 
psychoanalysis set out to cure. Or in three words, if you prefer: Jew = 
incest = hysteria. 

Many Jews who suffer from membership in this “incestuous sect” 
and who would like to find the strength free themselves, breaking the 
walls of the “Jewish prison” (the phrase is Jean Daniel’s), so as to 
become part of humanity. The American novelist Philip Roth gave very 
graphic expression to Jewish neurosis in several novels. The most 
representative passages are quoted in Jewish Fanaticism (2007). 

In reply to the question of “What is a Jew?”, Nobel Prize Winner 
Isaac Bashevis Singer, interviewed in The New York Times Magazine 
of November 1978, replied: “Jt is someone who, when he is unable to 
sleep, keeps everyone else from going to sleep’”’. 
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Need for Love 


A study of the cultural production of Judaism shows that the Jews 
appear to suffer profoundly from the lack of love for them on the part 
of the rest of the world, which seems not to appreciate the mission of 
the “Chosen People”. The Jewish people are alone, very much alone, in 
the midst of the nations. “The Jews are a people whom one must 
admire but who are very difficult to love”, writes Nahum Goldmann. 

Jewish directors thus compensate for this suffering by imagining 
the Jew finally recognized for what he is: a brilliant being, definitively 
a genius, who deserve to be worshipped with incense and applauded 
until the roof falls in. This image is found at the end of the film The 
Last Metro (France, 1980), by Francois “Truffaut” (Levy): Lucas 
Steiner, a theater director who was compelled to hide in a cave 
throughout the war, finally reveals himself to the public at the moment 
of the Liberation. Following a stage show, he goes up on the stage and 
is applauded frenetically by the delirious goyim who recognize his 
genius. 

We find this image at the end of the Woody Allen film 
Deconstructing Harry (USA, 1997), the hero of the film, who is a 
novelist, is applauded at length by all the characters around him. Here 
again, the Jewish hero is welcome with a “standing ovation”. Woody 
Allen has once again expressed this need to be loved and recognized in 
Zelig (1983), which tells the story of a chameleon-man, already 
desiring to resemble “the Other’, to be loved (see, in particular, the 
chapter on the “plasticity of identity’ and “Jewish humour” in The 
Psychoanalysis of Judaism, 2006). 

Or again, the film Barton Fink, by the Cohen brothers (USA, 
1991): at the beginning of the film, the young playwright is applauded 
frenetically by the entire hall, in delirium: it is the beginning of a great 
career in Hollywood. 

In Rollerball, by Norman Jewison (USA, 1975), the action takes 
place in 2108; by this date, all nations have been abolished, and 
politicians have been replaced by technocrats. It is a whole civilization 
of leisure, with a game which impassions the planet: Jonathan (James 
Caan) is the most popular of these new heroes. The crowd chants his 
name wildly. 

This image is found again in a short novel by Jacques Lanzmann, 
entitled The Seventh Heaven (1985). A certain “Moses” has the nerve 
to name his only pure-bred “Long Live the Jews’, so the crowds 
acclaim them both! 
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Jewish Art 


The Jews are hardly fascinated by the beauty of the world. Their 
inclination to permanent militancy, fed by the Messianic obsession of a 
“world without borders”, prevents them from simply seeing the world 
as it is and appreciating its beauty. In 1968, the novelist Albert Cohen, 
in Her Lover (Belle du Seigneur), expressed this fact with great clarity: 
“Israel is the people that combat the laws of nature, and the bearer of a 
crazy hope which nature abhors”. And he continues, in the tone of a 
prophetic trance: “Men’s noblest qualities are rooted in the Jewish soul 
and the rock on which they stand is the Bible O my lovely Jews to 
whom I speak in silence know your people Israel venerate your people 
for having sown schism and separation and for having taken up arms 
against nature and against nature’s laws” (pp. 878-79). 

The feminist Elisabeth Badinter has also expressed the Jewish 
inclination to go against the laws of nature: “The hold of nature 
withdraws and, with it, the difference which separates the sexes”. 
(Man/Woman: The One Is the Other, 1986). Edouard Valdman has also 
written: “They will never again be the slaves of nature, of the nation, of 
repetition, of the soil”. 

The fact is that after three thousand years of history, Jewish artistic 
production has remained remarkably mediocre. Jews who have tried 
their hand at the plastic arts over the past few decades, transgressing the 
well-known Biblical proscription (“thou shalt make no graven 
images”), have presented the world with nothing but deformities, 
corresponding to the very essence of their imbalanced nature. Every 
one of their sculptures is each more twisted than the last; their paintings 
are hideously deformed. This is obviously why they take refuge in 
abstract art. 

Jewish art does not therefore have as its function the distorting, or 
deliberately soiling, “Aryan” art, as maintained by a rather simplistic 
anti-Semitic orthodoxy: rather, it corresponds to a spirit, a mental 
universe, an imaginary world which is very specific to the incestuous 
sect of Judaism. All this is much less the sign of a desire to “pervert” 
what is beautiful, than it is the expression of a neurosis. 


The Jewish Prison 


There are many novels depicting Jews in their attempts to escape from 
Judaism; in each case, the protagonist is compelled to return, drawn by 
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a mysterious force. In the contrary event, the hero is ineluctably 
compelled to commit suicide. This is the manner in which the rabbis 
and Jewish intellectuals attempt to compel the Jews to remain in their 
community. Henri Bean’s film, The Believer, USA, 2001) is a very 
good illustration of this technique: Danny Balint is a young New York 
skinhead, ultra-violent and furiously anti-Semitic. He wants nothing to 
do with his family, with his “people”, with their inept religion. Balint is 
a neo-Nazi, passionate and determined, who wears his swastika T-shirt 
with pride... until the day when, inevitably, the conflict of identity 
resurfaces and compels him inexorably to suicide. You really must see 
this film: it depicts what is commonly called “self-hatred”, but which 
is, in reality, none other than a healthy awareness of Judaism’s deep 
hostility towards the rest of humanity. Since the director himself forms 
part of this community, it is really no surprise that Danny’s attempt to 
free himself is doomed to failure. One must in fact understand that the 
film is addressed, first and foremost, to the Jews themselves, so as to 
place them on guard against any attempts of this kind. The message of 
the film could be summarized as follows: “Jt is useless to try to leave 
Judaism: you will not succeed”. 

The novelist Isaac Bashevis Singer, in The Crown of Feathers, or 
the English novelist Israel Zangwill, in his short story Joseph the 
Dreamer (cf. The Mirror of Judaism, 2009), depict the conflict of 
identity characterising the Jewish personality and the determination of 
certain Jews to break the walls of the “Jewish prison”. 

This is how Jewish novelists shore up the myth of a Jewishness 
which is supposed to inalterable. According to them, Jews who forget 
their Jewishness will be fated to witness its inevitable return, sooner or 
later, even several generations later. This is what could be called “the 
myth of the incubating Jew” (cf. The Mirror of Judaism). These stories 
are written to incite the Jews to remain within the fold; but ever since 
they left the ghetto, Jewish intellectuals have all had occasion to 
witness the manner in which hundreds of thousands of other Jews have 
successfully left the Jewish prison, forgetting Judaism once and for all. 
Nahum Goldman said: “/f a Jew no longer wishes to be a Jew, if he 
denies Judaism, if he gives his children no Jewish education, or if he 
baptizes them, then he can cease to be a Jew. This is why so many Jews 
have disappeared over the course of the centuries; otherwise, there 
would be hundreds of millions of us”. 

Under these conditions, anti-Semitism is quite useful, since it 
tightens the ranks of the community. It also serves the purpose of 
attracting to the Jewish community any individual who might have 
discovered by chance a drop of Jewish blood in his veins. But this only 
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happens in the imagination of Jewish novelists: history records not one 
single known case of an “anti-Semite’” who suddenly began to adore the 
“Chosen People” after discovering a remote Jewish ancestor. In truth, 
the result of such a discovery in one’s family tree is more likely to 
bring about a radicalization of anti-Semitic sentiment than anything 
else. 


The Symptoms of Insanity 


In 1967, the famous Isaac Bashevis Singer published a novel entitled 
The Manor. The story takes place in pre-WWII Poland. “Bonifratov 
Hospital” is a lunatic asylum: “There were an impressive number of 
Messiahs among the Jewish patients”, writes Singer. We refer the 
reader here to our book Jewish Fanaticism (2007). Nor shall we cite 
here all the horror films we’ve seen depicting maniacs and bloodthirsty 
psychotics. At this point, we shall simply restrict ourselves to observing 
that, here again, this is an industry dominated by “cosmopolitan” film 
directors. 

The film Hostel (USA, 2005), for example, tells the story of three 
American students on holiday, discovering Europe. They decide to visit 
Slovakia, a country full of promiscuous young girls, a country 
described as the paradise of debauchery. They arrive by train in a 
promising little Slovakian village, and are immediately seduced by 
enticing young beauties. But they have fallen into a trap: it will not be 
long before they experience true horror. An abandoned factory in the 
countryside has been transformed into an immense slaughterhouse for 
human flesh, in which the victims are tortured on all floors: with 
scissors, with pincers, with chain-saws! Western perverts pay high 
prices for this form of gratification, and the horrible Slovakians give 
them whatever they want! Obviously, the director Eli Roth does not 
like Slovakians very much; perhaps a case of bad conscience... Let us 
note as well that the film was produced by one of the director’s 
personal friends: Quentin Tarantino. 

The inventor of “gore” cinema was a certain Herschell Gordon 
Lewis, who became well-known in 1963 by revolutionizing the horror 
film industry with his film Blood Feast. The same person was later 
arrested for fraud, putting an end to his career in “vomit films”. 

Perhaps now it will be easier to understand why, in One Flew Over 
the Cuckoo’s Nest (USA, 1975), Milos Forman attempted to convince 
us that madmen are not as crazy as all that; rather, they are the victims 
of an oppressive society. 
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The Suicidal Jew 


It is hardly surprising to find that some Jews take refuge in suicide 
rather than remain the prisoners of the incestuous sect of Judaism, 
whose lofty talk of “universal and lasting peace” can barely conceal a 
plan to enslave humanity. There are no statistics on this matter, but the 
examples we have been seen so far lead us to conclude that the Jewish 
community is, by far, the most suicidal community in the world. 

The famous “Austrian” novelist Stefan Zweig killed himself in 
Brazil in 1942 — and the Nazis had nothing to do with it (see Jewish 
Fanaticism, 2007). The philosopher Walter Benjamin committed 
suicide in 1940 after crossing the Spanish border. The German 
dramatist Kurt Tucholsky killed himself in 1934 by swallowing 
sleeping pills, just like his fellow Jew Ludwig Fulda, who killed 
himself in 1939, etc. 

At this point, Jewish intellectuals always blame the usual 
scapegoat: the “Nazis”. “If the Jews commit suicide, it’s the fault of the 
Nazis, and nobody else”. But in reality, Jews didn’t have to wait for the 
Nazis to come along before they started killing themselves. They were 
busy killing themselves long before the war: the “Italian” philosopher 
Felice Momigliano committed suicide in 1924. 

The Viennese physician and philosopher Ludwig Boltzmann 
hanged himself in 1906. The Austrian philosopher Otto Weininger shot 
himself in mid- October 1903. In 1928, the only daughter of the 
“Austrian” Arthur Schnitzler committed suicide with a revolver in 
Venice, at the age of 19. The eldest son of the Austrian poet Hugo von 
Hofmannsthal committed suicide at the age of 26 — once again, with a 
revolver. Not to mention two of Karl Marx’s daughters. The daughter 
of the grand rabbi Weil threw herself off the Eiffel Tower, etc. 

At the beginning of the 20th century, Kafka spoke of the 
pathological oddness and mental imbalance of his fellow Jewish 
students at the German high school in Prague. “Many of them’, he 
wrote”, “killed themselves during their student years”. Or just look at 
Yosseph Hayim Brenner, a Jewish novelist born in the Ukraine in 1881. 
His two heroes in Around the Point succumb to despair, one by suicide, 
the other by going insane. 

The novelist Romain Gary committed suicide in 1980; so did the 
“philosopher” Albert Caraco, in 1971. 

The well-known “/talian” writer Primo Levi committed suicide in 
1987, after a lifetime of “bearing witness” to his experiences in the 
“death camps”; but he had already attempted suicide as an adolescent. 
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Jerzy Kosinski, another fantasizing “witness”, ended up a suicide in 
1991, with barbiturates. 

The “historian” of the “death camps’, Joseph Wulf, killed himself 
in 1974. 

In 1970, the painter Rothko put an end to his career in abstract art 
by cutting his veins. In the same year, the German Jewish poet Paul 
Celan threw himself in the Seine. The mother of the Israeli writer Amos 
Oz committed suicide in 1952, at the age of 39. And the writer Elie 
Wiesel is surrounded by a veritable massacre of suicides on all side. 

Boris Fraenkel, one of the founders of the International Communist 
Organization (OCI) committed suicide in 2006 by throwing himself in 
the Seine. Michel Recanati, a Trotskyite leader in May 1968, 
committed suicide in 1978. The 18 November 2008 edition of the 
Communist newspaper Liberation contained the testimony of a former 
Maoist — also a Jew — who declared that suicide was a very common 
cause of death among radical militants in his group in the 70s: 15 out of 
33. 

Bruno Bettelheim, the child psychiatrist of worldwide fame, 
committed suicide as well. Bettelheim specialised in infantile autism in 
particular, claiming to have treated hundreds of schizophrenics. The 
international media made a star out of him, admired by millions. In 
reality, as revealed by the biographical investigations of Paul Roazen in 
1992, Bettelheim was a mythomaniac and a faker — like Primo Levi, 
like Marek Halter, like Elie Wiesel, like Simon Wiesenthal, like 
Einstein, Freud, and so many others. Bettelheim committed suicide in 
March 1990, asphyxiating himself with a plastic bag (The Mirror of 
Judaism, 2009). 

Looking more closely, then, we see that the total, absolute and 
lasting “universal peace”, as dreamt of by the prophets of Israel, more 
than anything else, is a “peace” which Jews cannot find within 
themselves. It is their neurosis which impels them to invest themselves 
with plans for “world unification’. 

At the beginning of this, the third millennium, this hysterical 
contagion is propagating itself in all homes, threatening all cultures, all 
religions, all identities. Nothing seems capable of stopping the advance 
of this unifying, anti-racist, materialistic and — in the end — destructive 
frenzy, which represents a deadly threat to all of humanity. 

Reading the Jews with a mirror, the following words become 
finally visible as well: “Judaism is a Crime against Humanity”. Using a 
mirror, once again, then permits us, for the first time, to interpret 
Jewish eschatology in its correct sense: in the realization that the 
coming of the Messiah will occur only after the apostasy — the 
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disappearance of the last Jew. 

Such is the tragedy of every Jew on earth. Invested with the mission 
to “save humanity”, he can only choose to destroy humanity or destroy 
himself. The tragedy of the Jewish condition is revealed here in its full 
light... in the reflection of a mirror. 


Paris, April 2012 
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Introduction 


Of course, atrocity propaganda is nothing new. It has accompanied every 
conflict of the 20th century and doubtless will continue to do so. During 
the First World War, the Germans were actually accused of eating 
Belgian babies, as well as delighting to throw them in the air and transfix 
them on bayonets. The British also alleged that the German forces were 
operating a "Corpse Factory," in which they boiled down the bodies of 
their own dead in order to obtain glycerine and other commodities, a 
calculated insult to the honour of an Imperial army. After the war, 
however, came the retractions; indeed, a public statement was made by 
the Foreign Secretary in the House of Commons apologising for the 
insults to German honour, which were admitted to be war-time 
propaganda. 


No such statements have been made after the Second World War. In fact, 
rather than diminish with the passage of years, the atrocity propaganda 
concerning the German occupation, and in particular their treatment of 
the Jews, has done nothing but increase its virulence, and elaborate its 
catalogue of horrors. Gruesome paperback books with lurid covers 
continue to roll from the presses, adding continuously to a growing 
mythology of the concentration camps and especially to the story that no 
less than Six Million Jews were exterminated in them. The ensuing pages 
will reveal this claim to be the most colossal piece of fiction and the most 
successful of deceptions; but here an attempt may be made to answer an 
important question: What has rendered the atrocity stories of the Second 
World War so uniquely different from those of the First? Why were the 
latter retracted while the former are reiterated louder than ever? Is it 
possible that the story of the Six Million Jews is serving a political 
purpose, even that it is a form of political blackmail? 


So far as the Jewish people themselves are concerned, the deception has 
been an incalculable benefit. Every conceivable race and nationality had 
its share of suffering in the Second World War, but none has so 
successfully elaborated it and turned it to such great advantage. The 
alleged extent of their persecution quickly aroused sympathy for the 
Jewish national homeland they had sought for so long; after the War the 
British Government did little to prevent Jewish emigration to Palestine 
which they had declared illegal, and it was not long afterwards that the 
Zionists wrested ftom the Government the land of Palestine and created 
their haven from persecution, the State of Israel. Indeed, it is a 
remarkable fact that the Jewish people emerged from the Second World 


War as nothing less than a triumphant minority. Dr. Max Nussbaum, the 
former chief rabbi of the Jewish community in Berlin, stated on April 11, 
1953: "The position the Jewish people occupy today in the world -- 
despite the enormous losses -- is ten times stronger than what it was 
twenty years ago." It should be added, if one is to be honest, that this 
strength has been much consolidated financially by the supposed 
massacre of the Six Million, undoubtedly the most profitable atrocity 
allegation of all time. To date, the staggering figure of six thousand 
million pounds has been paid out in compensation by the Federal 
Government of West Germany, mostly to the State of Israel (which did 
not even exist during the Second World War), as well as to individual 
Jewish claimants. 


DISCOURAGEMENT OF NATIONALISM 


In terms of political blackmail, however, the allegation that Six Million 
Jews died during the Second World War has much more far-reaching 
implications for the people of Britain and Europe than simply the 
advantages it has gained for the Jewish nation. And here one comes to the 
crux of the question: Why the Big Lie? What is its purpose? In the first 
place, it has been used quite unscrupulously to discourage any form of 
nationalism. Should the people of Britain or any other European country 
attempt to assert their patriotism and preserve their national integrity in 
an age when the very existence of nation-states is threatened, they are 
immediately branded as "neo-Nazis". Because, of course, Nazism was 
nationalism, and we all know what happened then -- Six Million Jews 
were exterminated! So long as the myth is perpetuated, peoples 
everywhere will remain in bondage to it; the need for international 
tolerance and understanding will be hammered home by the United 
Nations until nationhood itself, the very guarantee of freedom, is 
abolished. 


A classic example of the use of the 'Six Million’ as an anti-national 
weapon appears in Manvell and Frankl's book, The Incomparable Crime 
(London, 1967), which deals with 'Genocide in the Twentieth Century.’ 
Anyone with a pride in being British will be somewhat surprised by the 
vicious attack made on the British Empire in this book. The authors quote 
Pandit Nehru, who wrote the following while in a British prison in India: 
"Since Hitler emerged from obscurity and became the Fuhrer of 
Germany, we have heard a great deal about racialism and the Nazi theory 
of the 'Herrenvolk' ... But we in India have known racialism in all its 


forms ever since the commencement of British rule. The whole ideology 
of this rule was that of the 'Herrenvolk' and the master race ... India as a 
nation and Indians as individuals were subjected to insult, humiliation 
and contemptuous treatment. The English were an imperial race, we were 
told, with the God-given right to govern us and keep us in subjection; if 
we protested we were reminded of the ‘tiger qualities of an imperial 
race." The authors Manvell and Frankl then go on to make the point 
perfectly clear for us: "The white races of Europe and America," they 
write, "have become used during centuries to regarding themselves as a 
'Herrenvolk.' The twentieth century, the century of Auschwitz, has also 
achieved the first stage in the recognition of multi-racial partnership." 
(ibid., p .14) 


THE RACE PROBLEM SUPPRESSED 


One could scarcely miss the object of this diatribe, with its insiduous hint 
about "multi-racial partnership." Thus the accusation of the Six Million is 
not only used to undermine the principle of nationhood and national 
pride, but it threatens the survival of the Race itself. It is wielded over the 
heads of the populace, rather as the threat of hellfire and damnation was 
in the Middle Ages. Many countries of the Anglo-Saxon world, notably 
Britain and America, are today facing the gravest danger in their history, 
the danger posed by the alien races in their midst. Unless something is 
done in Britain to halt the immigration and assimilation of Africans and 
Asians into our country, we are faced in the near future, quite apart from 
the bloodshed of racial conflict, with the biological alteration and 
destruction of the British people as they have existed here since the 
coming of the Saxons. In short, we are threatened with the irrecoverable 
loss of our European culture and racial heritage. But what happens if a 
man dares to speak of the race problem, of its biological and political 
implications? He is branded as that most heinous of creatures, a 
"racialist". And what is racialism:,of course, but the very hallmark of the 
Nazi! They (so everyone is told, anyway) murdered Six Million Jews 
because of racialism, so it must be a very evil thing indeed. When Enoch 
Powell drew attention to the dangers posed by coloured immigration into 
Britain in one of his early speeches, a certain prominent Socialist raised 
the spectre of Dachau and Auschwitz to silence his presumption. 


Thus any rational discussion of the problems of Race and the effort to 
preserve racial integrity is effectively discouraged. No one could have 
anything but admiration for the way in which the Jews have sought to 


preserve their race through so many centuries, and continue to do so 
today. In this effort they have frankly been assisted by the story of the Six 
-Million, which, almost like a religious myth, has stressed the need for 
greater Jewish racial solidarity. Unfortunately, it has worked in quite the 
opposite way for all other peoples, rendering them impotent in the 
struggle for self-preservation. 


The aim in the following pages is quite simply to tell the Truth. The 
distinguished American historian Harry Elmer Barnes once wrote that 
"An attempt to make a competent, objective and truthful investigation of 
the extermination question ... is surely the most precarious venture that an 
historian or demographer could undertake today." In attempting this 
precarious task, it is hoped to make some contribution, not only to 
historical truth, but towards lifting the burden of a lie from our own 
shoulders, so that we may freely confront the dangers which threaten us 
all. 


Richard E. Harwood 


1. GERMAN POLICY TOWARD THE JEWS PRIOR TO THE WAR 


Rightly or wrongly, the Germany of Adolf Hitler considered the Jews to 
be a disloyal and avaricious element within the national community, as 
well as a force of decadence in Germany's cultural life. This was held to 
be particularly unhealthy since, during the Weimar period, the Jews had 
risen to a position of remarkable strength and influence in the nation, 
particularly in law, finance and the mass media, even though they 
constituted only 5 per cent of the population. The fact that Karl Marx was 
a Jew and that Jews such as Rosa Luxembourg and Karl Liebknecht were 
disproportionately prominent in the leadership of revolutionary 
movements in Germany, also tended to convince the Nazis of the 
powerful internationalist and Communist tendencies of the Jewish people 
themselves. 


It is no part of the discussion here to argue whether the German attitude 
to the Jews was right or not, or to judge whether its legislative measures 
against them were just or unjust. Our concern is simply with the fact that, 
believing of the Jews as they did, the Nazis' solution to the problem was 
to deprive them of their influence within the nation by various legislative 
acts, and most important of all, to encounge their emigration from the 
country altogether. By 1939, the great majority of German Jews had 


emigrated, all of them with a sizeable proportion of their assets. Never at 
any time had the Nazi leadership even contemplated a policy of genocide 
towards them. 


JEWS CALLED EMIGRATION 'EXTERMINATION' 


It is very significant, however, that certain Jews were quick to interpret 
these policies of internal discrimination as equivalent to extermination 
itself. A 1936 anti-German propaganda book by Leon Feuchtwanger and 
others entitled Der Gelbe Fleck: Die Ausrotung von 500,000 deutschen 
Juden (The Yellow Spot: The Extermination of 500,000 German Jews, 
Paris, 1936), presents a typical example. Despite its baselessness in fact, 
the annihilation of the Jews is discussed from the first pages -- straight- 
forward emigration being regarded as the physical "extermination" of 
German Jewry. The Nazi concentration camps for political prisoners are 
also seen as potential instruments of genocide, and special reference is 
made to the 100 Jews still detained in Dachau in 1936, of whom 60 had 
been there since 1933. A further example was the sensational book by the 
German-Jewish Communist, Hans Beimler, called Four Weeks in the 
Hands of Hitler's Hell-Hounds: The Nazi Murder Camp of Dachau, which 
was published in New York as eady as 1933. Detained for his Marxist 
affiliations, he claimed that Dachau was a death camp, though by his own 
admission he was released after only a month there. The present regime 
in East Germany now issues a Hans Beimler Award for services to 
Communism. 


The fact that anti-Nazi genocide propaganda was being disseminated at 
this impossibly early date, therefore, by people biased on racial or 
political grounds, should suggest extreme caution to the independent- 
minded observer when approaching similar stories of the war period. 


The encouragement of Jewish emigration should not be confused with the 
purpose of concentration camps in pre-war Germany. These were used 
for the detention of political opponents and subversives -- principally 
liberals, Social Democrats and Communists of all kinds, of whom a 
proportion were Jews such as Hans Beimler. Unlike the millions enslaved 
in the Soviet Union, the German concentration camp population was 
always small; Reitinger admits that between 1934 and 1938 it seldom 
exceeded 20,000 throughout the whole of Germany, and the number of 
Jews was never more than 3,000. (The SS: Alibi of a Nation, London, 
1956, p. 253). 


ZIONIST POLICY STUDIED 


The Nazi view of Jewish emigration was not limited to a negative policy 
of simple expulsion, but was formulated along the lines of modern 
Zionism. The founder of political Zionism in the 19th century, Theodore 
Herzl, in his work The Jewish State, had originally conceived of 
Madagascar as a national homeland for the Jews, and this possibility was 
seriously studied by the Nazis. It had been a main plank of the National 
Socialist party platform before 1933 and was published by the party in 
pamphlet form. This stated that the revival of Israel as a Jewish state was 
much less acceptable since it would result in perpetual war and disruption 
in the Arab world, which has indeed been the case. The Germans were 
not original in proposing Jewish emigration to Madagascar; the Polish 
Government had already considered the scheme in respect of their own 
Jewish population, and in 1937 they sent the Michael Lepecki expedition 
to Madagascar, accompanied by Jewish representatives, to investigate the 
problems involved. 


The first Nazi proposals for a Madagascar solution were made in 
association with the Schacht Plan of 1938. On the advice of Goring, 
Hitler agreed to send the President of the Reichsbank, Dr. Hjaimar 
Schacht, to London for discussions with Jewish representatives Lord 
Bearsted and Mr. Rublee of New York (cf. Reitlinger, The Final Solution, 
London, 1953, p. 20). The plan was that German Jewish assets would be 
frozen as security for an international loan to finance Jewish emigration 
to Palestine, and Schacht reported on these negotiations to Hitler at 
Berchtesgaden on January 2, 1939. The plan, which failed due to British 
refusal to accept the financial terms, was first put forward on November 
12, 1938 at a conference convened by Goring, who revealed that Hitler 
was already considering the emigration of Jews to a settlement in 
Madagascar (ibid., p. 21). Later, in December, Ribbentrop was told by M. 
Georges Bonnet, the French Foreign Secretary, that the French 
Government itself was planning the evacuation of 10,000 Jews to 
Madagascar. 


Prior to the Schacht Palestine proposals of 1938, which were essentially a 
protraction of discussions that had begun as early as 1935, numerous 
attempts had been made to secure Jewish emigration to other European 
nations, and these efforts culminated in the Evian Conference of July, 
1938. However, by 1939 the scheme of Jewish emigration to Madagascar 


had gained the most favour in German circles. It is true that in London 
Helmuth Wohltat of the German Foreign Office discussed limited Jewish 
emigration to Rhodesia and British Guiana as late as April 1939; but by 
January 24th, when Goring wrote to Interior Minister Frick ordering the 
creation of a Central Emigration Office for Jews, and commissioned 
Heydrich of the Reich Security Head Office to solve the Jewish problem 
"by means of emigration and evacuation", the Madagascar Plan was 
being studied in earnest. 


By 1939, the consistent efforts of the German Government to secure the 
departure of Jews from the Reich had resulted in the emigration of 
400,000 German Jews from a total population of about 600,000, and an 
additional 480,000 emigrants from Austria and Czechoslovakia, which 
constituted almost their entire Jewish populations. This was accomplished 
through Offices of Jewish Emigration in Berlin, Vienna and Prague 
established by Adolf Eichmann, the head of the Jewish Investigation 
Office of the Gestapo. So eager were the Germans to secure this 
emigration that Eichmann even established a training centre in Austria, 
where young Jews could learn farming in anticipation of being smuggled 
illegally to Palestine (Manvell and Frankl, SS and Gestapo, p. 60). Had 
Hitler cherished any intention of exterminating the Jews, it is 
inconceivable that he would have allowed more than 800,000 to leave 
Reich territory with the bulk of their wealth, much less considered plans 
for their mass emigration to Palestine or Madagascar. What is more, we 
shall see that the policy of emigration from Europe was still under 
consideration well into the war period, notably the Madagascar Plan, 
which Eichmann discussed in 1940 with French Colonial Office experts 
after the defeat of France had made the surrender of the colony a practical 
proposition. 


2. GERMAN POLICY TOWARD THE JEWS AFTER THE 
OUTBREAK OF WAR 


With the coming of the war, the situation regarding the Jews altered 
drastically. It is not widely known that world Jewry declared itself to be a 
belligerent party in the Second World War, and there was therefore ample 
basis under international law for the Germans to intern the Jewish 
population as a hostile force. On September 5, 1939 Chaim Weizmann, 
the principle Zionist leader, had declared war against Germany on behalf 
of the world's Jews, stating that "the Jews stand by Great Britain and will 
fight on the side of the democracies ... The Jewish Agency is ready to 


enter into immediate arrangements for utilizing Jewish manpower, 
technical ability, resources etc ..." (Jewish Chronicle, September 8, 1939). 


DETENTION OF ENEMY ALIENS 


All Jews had thus been declared agents willing to prosecute a war against 
the German Reich, and as a consequence, Himmler and Heydrich were 
eventually to begin the policy of internment. It is worth noting that the 
United States and Canada had already interned all Japanese aliens and 
citizens of Japanese descent in detention camps before the Germans 
applied the same security measures against the Jews of Europe. 
Moreover, there had been no such evidence or declaration of disloyalty 
by these Japanese Americans as had been given by Weizmann. The 
British, too, during the Boer War, interned all the women and children of 
the population, and thousands had died as a result, yet in no sense could 
the British be charged with wanting to exterminate the Boers. The 
detention of Jews in the occupied territories of Europe served two 
essential purposes from the German viewpoint. The first was to prevent 
unrest and subversion; Himmler had informed Mussolini on October 
11th, 1942, that German policy toward the Jews had altered during 
wartime entirely for reasons of military security. He complained that 
thousands of Jews in the occupied regions were conducting partisan 
warfare, sabotage and espionage, a view confirmed by official Soviet 
information given to Raymond Arthur Davis diat no less than 35,000 
European Jews were waging partisan war under Tito in Yugoslavia. As a 
result, Jews were to be transported to restricted areas and detention 
camps, both in Germany, and especially after March 1942, in the 
Government- General of Poland. As the war proceeded, the policy 
developed of using Jewish detainees for labour in the war-effort. The 
question of labour is fundamental when considering the alleged plan of 
genocide against the Jews, for on grounds of logic alone the latter would 
entail the most senseless waste of manpower, time and energy while 
prosecuting a war of survival on two fronts. Certainly after the attack on 
Russia, the idea of compulsory labour had taken precedence over German 
plans for Jewisb emigation. The protocol of a conversation between 
Hitler and the Hungarian regent Horthy on April 17th, 1943, reveals that 
the German leader personally requested Horthy to release 100,000 
Hungarian Jews for work in the "pursuit-plane programme" of the 
Luftwaffe at a time when the aerial bombardment of Germany was 
increasing (Reitlinger, Die Endldsung, Berlin, 1956, p. 478). This took 
place at a time when, supposedly, the Germans were already seeking to 
exterminate the Jews, but Hitler's request clearly demonstrates the 


priority aim of expanding his labour force. In harmony with this 
programme, concentration camps became, in fact, industrial complexes. 
At every camp where Jews and other nationalities were detained, there 
were.large industrial plants and factories supplying material for the 
German war-effort - the Buna rubber factory at Bergen-Belsen, for 
example, Buna and I. G. Farben Industrie at Auschwitz and the electrical 
firm of Siemens at Ravensbruck. In many cases, special concentration 
camp money notes were issued as payment for labour, enabling prisoners 
to buy extra rations from camp shops. The Germans were determined to 
obtain the maximum economic return from the concentration camp 
system, an object wholly at variance with any plan to exterminate 
millions of people in them. It was the function of the S.S. Economy and 
Administration Office, headed by Oswald Pohl, to see that the 
concentration camps became major industrial producers. 


EMIGRATION STILL FAVOURED 


It is a remarkable fact, however, that well into the war period, the 
Germans continued to implement the policy of Jewish emigration. The 
fall of France in 1940 enabled the German Government to open serious 
negotiations with the French for the transfer of European Jews to 
Madagascar. A memorandum of August, 1942 from Luther, Secretary-of- 
State in the German Foreign Office, reveals that he had conducted these 
negotiations between July and December 1940, when they were 
terminated by the French. A circular from Luther's department dated 
August 15th, 1940 shows that the details of the German plan had been 
worked out by Eichmann, for it is signed by his assistant, Dannecker. 
Eichmann had in fact been commissioned in August to draw up a detailed 
Madagascar Plan, and Dannecker was employed in research on 
Madagascar at the French Colonial Office (Reitlinger, The Final 
»solution, p. 77). The proposals of August 15th were that an inter- 
European bank was to finance the emigration of four million Jews 
throughout a phased programme. Luther's 1942 memorandum shows that 
Heydrich had obtained Himmler's approval of this plan before the end of 
August and had also submitted it to Goring. It certainly met with Hitler's 
approval, for as early as June 17th his interpreter, Schmidt, recalls Hitler 
observing to Mussolini that "One could found a State of Israel in 
Madagascar" (Schmidt, Hitler's Interpreter, London,1951, p.178). 
Although the French terminated the Madagascar negotiations in 
December, 1940, Poliakov, the director of the Centre of Jewish 
Documentation in Paris, admits that the Germans nevertheless pursued 
the scheme, and that Eichmann was still busy with it throughout 1941. 
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Eventually, however, it was rendered impractical by the progress of the 
war, in particular by the situation after the invasion of Russia, and on 
February 10th, 1942, the Foreign Office was informed that the plan had 
been temporarily shelved. This ruling, sent to the Foreign Office by 
Luther's assistant, Rademacher, is of great importance, because it 
demonstrates conclusively that the term "Final Solution" meant only the 
emigration of Jews, and also that transportation to the eastern ghettos and 
concentration camps such as Auschwitz constituted nothing but an 
alternative plan of evacuation. The directive reads: "The war with the 
Soviet Union has in the meantime created the possibility of disposing of 
other territories for the Final Solution. In consequence the Fiihrer has 
decided that the Jews should be evacuated not to Madagascar but to the 
East. Madagascar need no longer therefore be considered in connection 
with the Final Solution" (Reitlinger, ibid. p. 79). The details of this 
evacuation had been discussed a month earlier at the Wannsee 
Conference in Berlin, which we shall examine below. Reitlinger and 
Poliakov both make the entirely unfounded supposition that because the 
Madagascar Plan had been shelved, the Germans must necessarily have 
been thinking of "extermination". Only a month later, however, on March 
7th, 1942, Goebbels wrote a memorandum in favour of the Madagascar 
Plan as a "final solution" of the Jewish question (Manvell and Frankl, Dr. 
Goebbels, London, 1960, p. 165). In the meantime he approved of the 
Jews being "concentrated in the East". Later Goebbels memoranda also 
stress deportation to the East (i.e. the Government-General of Poland) and 
lay emphasis on the need for compulsory labour there; once the policy of 
evacuation to the East had been inaugurated, the use of Jewish labour 
became a fundamental part of the operation. It is perfecdy clear from the 
foregoing that the term "Final Solution" was applied both to Madagascar 
and to the Eastern territories, and that therefore it meant only the 
deportation of the Jews. Even as late as May 1944, the Germans were 
prepared to allow the emigration of one million European Jews from 
Europe. An account of this proposal is given by Alexander Weissberg, a 
prominent Soviet Jewish scientist deported during the Stalin purges, in 
his book Die Geschichte von Joel Brand (Cologne, 1956). Weissberg, 
who spent the war in Cracow though he expected the Germans to intern 
him in a concentration camp, explains that on the personal authorisation 
of Himmler, Eichmann had sent the Budapest Jewish leader Joel Brand to 
Istanbul with an offer to the Allies to permit the transfer of one million 
European Jews in the midst of the war. (If the 'extermination' writers are 
to be believed, there were scarcely one million Jews left by May, 1944). 


The Gestapo admitted that the transportation involved would greatly 
inconvenience the German war-effort, but were prepared to allow it in 
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exchange for 10,000 trucks to be used exclusively on the Russian front. 
Unfortunately, the plan came to nothing; the British concluded that Brand 
must be a dangerous Nazi agent and immediately imprisoned him in 
Cairo, while the Press denounced the offer as a Nazi trick. Winston 
Churchill, though orating to the effect that the treatment of the Hungarian 
Jews was probably "the biggest and most horrible crime ever committed 
in the whole history of the world", never- theless told Chaim Weizmann 
that acceptance of the Brand offer was impossible, since it would be a 
betrayal of his Russian Allies. Although the plan was fruitless, it well 
illustrates that no one allegedly carrying out "thorough" extermination 
would permit the emigration of a million Jews, and it demonstrates, too, 
the prime importance placed by the Germans on the war-effort. 


3. POPULATION AND EMIGRATION 


Statistics relating to Jewish populations are not everywhere known in 
precise detail, approximations for various countries differing widely, and 
it is also unknown exactly how many Jews were deported and interned at 
any one time between the years 1939-1945. In general, however, what 
reliable statistics there are, especially those relating to emigration, are 
sufficient to show that not a fraction of six million Jews could have been 
exterminated. In the first place, this claim cannot remotely be upheld on 
examination of the European Jewish population figures. According to 
Chambers Encyclopaedia the total number of Jews living in pre-war 
Europe was 6,500,000. Quite clearly, this would mean that almost the 
entire number were exterminated. But the Baseler Nachrichten, a neutral 
Swiss publication employing available Jewish statistical data, establishes 
that between 1933 and 1945, 1,500,000 Jews emigrated to Britain, 
Sweden, Spain, Portugal, Australia, China, India, Palestine and the 
United Sutes. This is confirmed by the Jewish journalist Bruno Blau, who 
cites the same figure in the New York Jewish paper Aufbau, August 13th, 
1948. Of these emigrants, approximately 400,000 came from Germany 
before September 1939. This is acknowledged by the World Jewish 
Congress in its publication Unity in Dispersion (p. 377), which states 
that: "The majority of the German Jews succeeded in leaving Germany 
before the war broke out." 


In addition to the German Jews, 220,000 of the total 280,000 Austrian 
Jews had emigrated by September, 1939, while from March 1939 
onwards the Institute for Jewish Emigration in Prague had secured the 
emigration of 260,000 Jews from former Czechoslovakia. In all, only 
360,000 Jews remained in Germany, Austria and Czechoslovakia after 
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September 1939. From Poland, an estimated 500,000 had emigrated prior 
to the outbreak of war. These figures mean that the number of Jewish 
emigrants from other European countries (France, the Netherlands, Italy, 
the countries of eastern Europe etc.) was approximately 120,000. This 
exodus of Jews before and during hostilities, therefore, reduces the 
number of Jews in Europe to approximately 5,000,000. 


In addition to these emigrants, we must also include the number of Jews 
who fled to the Soviet Union after 1939, and who were later evacuated 
beyond reach of the German invaders. It will be shown below that the 
majority of these, about 1,250,000, were migrants from Poland. But apart 
from Poland, Reitlinger admits that 300,000 other European Jews slipped 
into Soviet territory between 1939 and 1941. This brings the total of 
Jewish emigrants to the Soviet Union to about 1,550,000. In Colliers 
magazine, June 9th, 1945, Freiling Foster, writing of the Jews in Russia, 
explained that "2,200,000 have migrated to the Soviet Union since 1939 
to escape from the Nazis," but our lower estimate is probably more 
accurate. Jewish migration to the Soviet Union, therefore, reduces the 
number of Jews within the sphere of German occupation to around 3-1/2 
million, approximately 3,450,000. From these should be deducted those 
Jews living in neutral European countries who escaped the consequences 
of the war. According to the 1942 World Almanac (p. 594). the number 
of Jews living in Gibraltar, Britain, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, 
Ireland and Turkey was 413,128. 


3 MILLION JEWS IN EUROPE 


A figure, consequently, of around 3 million Jews in German- occupied 
Europe is as accurate as the available emigration statistics will allow. 
Approximately the same number, however, can be deduced in another 
way if we examine statistics for the Jewish populations remaining in 
countries occupied by the Reich. More than half of those Jews who 
migrated to the Soviet Union after 1939 came from Poland. It is 
frequently claimed that the war with Poland added some 3 million Jews to 
the German sphere of influence and that almost the whole of this Polish 
Jewish population was "exterminated". This is a major factual error. The 
1931 Jewish population census for Poland put the number of Jews at 
2,732,600 (Reitlinger, Die Endlésung, p. 36). Reitlinger states that at least 
1,170,000 of these were in the Russian zone occupied in the autumn of 
1939, about a million of whom were evacuated to the Urals and south 
Siberia after the German invasion of June 1941 (ibid. p. 50). As described 
above, an estimated 500,000 Jews had emigrated from Poland prior to the 
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war. Moreover, the journalist Raymond Arthur Davis, who spent the war 
in the Soviet Union, observed that approximately 250,000 had already 
fled from German-occupied Poland to Russia between 1939 and 1941 and 
were to be encountered in every Soviet province (Odyssey through Hell, 
N.Y., 1946). Subtracting these figures from the population of 2,732,600, 
therefore, and allowing for the normal population increase, no more than 
1,100,000 Polish Jews could have been under German rule at the end of 
1939. (Gutachen des Instituts fiir Zeitgeschichte, Munich, 1956, p.80). To 
this number we may add the 360,000 Jews remaining in Germany, 
Austria and former Czechoslovakia (Bohemia-Moravia and Slovakia) 
after the extensive emigration from those countries prior to the war 
described above. Of the 320,000 French Jews, the Public Prosecutor 
representing that part of the indictment relating to France at the 
Nuremberg Trials, stated that 120,000 Jews were deported, though. 
Reitlinger estimates only about 50,000. Thus the total number of Jews 
under Nazi rule remains below two million. Deportations from the 
Scandinavian countries were few, and from Bulgaria none at all. When 
the Jewish populations of Holland (140,000), Belgium (40,000), Italy 
(50,000), Yugoslavia (55,000), Hungary (380,000) and Roumania 
(725,000) are included, the figure does not much exceed 3 million. This 
excess is due to the fact that the latter figures are pre-war estimates 
unaffected by emigration, which from these countries accounted for about 
120,000 (see above). This cross-checking, therefore, confirms the 
estimate of approximately 3 million European Jews under German 
occupation. 


RUSSIAN JEWS EVACUATED 


The precise figures concerning Russian Jews are unknown, and have 
therefore been the subject of extreme exaggeration. The Jewish 
statistician Jacob Leszczynski states that in 1939 there were 2,100,000 
Jews living in future German-occupied Russia, i.e. western Russia. In 
addition, some 260,000 lived in the Baltic states of Estonia, Latvia and 
Lithuania. According to Louis Levine, President of the American Jewish 
Council for Russian Relief, who made a post-war tour of the Soviet 
Union and submitted a report on the status of Jews there, the majority of 
these numbers were evacuated east after the German armies launched 
their invasion. In Chicago, on October 30th, 1946, he declared that: "At 
the outset of the war, Jews were amongst the first evacuated from the 
western regions threatened by the Hitlerite invaders, and shipped to safety 
east of the Urals. Two million Jews were thus saved." This high number 
is confirmed by the Jewish journalist David Bergelson, who wrote in the 
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Moscow Yiddish paper Ainikeit, December 5th, 1942, that "Thanks to the 
evacuation, the majority (80%) of the Jews in the Ukraine, White Russia, 
Lithuania and Latvia before the arrival of the Germans were rescued." 
Reitlinger agrees with the Jewish authority Joseph Schechtmann, who 
admits that huge numbers were evacuated, though he estimates a slightly 
higher number of Russian and Baltic Jews left under German occupation, 
between 650,000 and 850,000 (Reitlinger, The Final Solution, p. 499). In 
respect of these Soviet Jews remaining in German territory, it will be 
proved later that in the war in Russia no more than one hundred thousand 
persons were killed by the German Action Groups as partisans and 
Bolshevik commissars, not all of whom were Jews. By contrast, the 
partisans themselves claimed to have murdered five times that number of 
German troops. 


"SIX MILLION' UNTRUE ACCORDING TO NEUTRAL SWISS 


It is clear, therefore, that the Germans could not possibly have gained 
control over or exterminated anything like six million Jews. Excluding 
the Soviet Union, the number of Jews in Nazi-occupied Europe after 
emigration was scarcely more than 3 million, by no means all of whom 
were interned. To approach the extermination of even half of six mfilion 
would have meant the liquidation of every Jew living in Europe. And yet 
it is known that large numbers of Jews were alive in Europe after 1945. 
Philip Friedmann in Their Brother's Keepers (N.Y., 1957, p. 13), states 
that "at least a million Jews survived in the very crucible of the Nazi 
hell," while the official figure of the Jewish Joint Distribution Committee 
is 1,559,600. Thus, even if one accepts the latter estimate, the number of 
possible wartime Jewish deaths could not have exceeded a limit of one 
and a half million. Precisely this conclusion was reached by the reputable 
journal Baseler Nachrichten of neutral Switzerland. In an article entitled 
"Wie hoch ist die Zahl der jiidischen Opfer?" ("How high is the number 
of Jewish victims?", June 13th, 1946), it explained that purely on the 
basis of the population and emigration figures described above, a 
maximum of only one and a half million Jews could be numbered as 
casualties. Later on, however, it will be demonstrated conclusively that 
the number was actually far less, for the Baseler Nachrichten accepted the 
Joint Distribution Committee's figure of 1,559,600 survivors after the 
war, but we shall show that the number of claims for compensation by 
Jewish survivors is more than double that figure. This information was 
not available to the Swiss in 1946. 


IMPOSSIBLE BIRTH RATE 
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Indisputable evidence is also provided by the post-war world Jewish 
population statistics. The World Almanac of 1938 gives the number of 
Jews in the world as 16,588,259. But after the war, the New York Times, 
February 22nd, 1948 placed the number of Jews in the world at a 
minimum of 15,600,000 and a maximum of 18,700,000. Quite obviously, 
these figures make it impossible for the number of Jewish war-time 
casualties to be measured in anything but thousands. 15-1/2 million in 
1938 minus the alleged six million leaves nine million; the New York 
Times figures would mean, therefore, that the world's Jews produced 
seven million births, almost doubling their numbers, in the space of ten 
years. This is patently ridiculous. It would appear, therefore, that the great 
majority of the missing "six million" were in fact emigrants -- emigrants 
to European countries, to the Soviet Union and the United States before, 
during and after the war. And emigrants also, in vast nunibers to Palestine 
during and especially at the end of the war. After 1945, boat-loads of 
these Jewish survivors entered Palestine illegally from Europe, causing 
considerable embarrassment to the British Government of the time; 
indeed, so great were the numbers that the H.M. Stationery Office 
publication No. 190 (November 5th, 1946) described them as "almost 
amounting to a second Exodus." It was these emigrants to all parts of the 
world who had swollen the world Jewish population to between 15 and 
18 millions by 1948, and probably the greatest part of them were 
emigrants to the United States who entered in violation of the quota laws. 
On August 16th, 1963 David Ben Gurion, President of Israel, stated that 
although the official Jewish population of America was said to be 
5,600,000, "the total number would not be estimated too high at 
9,000,000" (Deutsche Wochenzeitung, November 23rd, 1963). The 
reason for this high figure is underlined by Albert Maisal in his article 
"Our Newest Americans" (Readers Digest, January, 1957), for he reveals 
that "Soon after World War II, by Presidential decree, 90 per cent of all 
quota visas for central and eastern Europe were issued to the uprooted." 
Reprinted on this page is just one extract from hundreds that regularly 
appear in the obituary columns of Aufbau, the Jewish American weekly 
published in New York (June 16th, 1972). It shows how Jewish emigrants 
to the United States subsequently changed their names; their former 
names when in Europe appear in brackets. For example, as below: Arthur 
Kingsley (formerly Dr. KOnigsberger of Frankfurt). Could it be that some 
or all of these people whose names are 'deceased' were included in the 
missing six million of Europe? 


4. THE SIX MILLION: DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE 
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From the foregoing it would seem certain that the figure of six million 
murdered Jews amounts to nothing more than a vague compromise 
between several quite baseless estimates; there is not a shred of 
documentary evidence for it that is trustworthy. Occasionally, writers 
narrow it down to give a disarming appearance of authenticity. Lord 
Russell of Liverpool, for example, in his The Scourge of the Swastika 
(London, 1954) claimed that "not less than five million" Jews died in 
German concentration camps, having satisfied himself that he was 
somewhere between those who estimated 6 million and those who 
preferred 4 million. But, he admitted, "the real number will never be 
known." If so, it 1s difficult to know how he could have asserted "not less 
than five million." The Joint Distribution Committee favours 5,012,000, 
but the Jewish "expert" Reitlinger suggests a novel figure of 4,192,200 
"missing Jews" of whom an estimated one third died of natural causes. 
This would reduce the number deliberately "exterminated" to 2,796,000. 
However, Dr. M. Perlzweig, the New York delegate to a World Jewish 
Congress press conference held at Geneva in 1948 stated: "The price of 
the downfall of National Socialism and Fascism is the fact that seven 
million Jews lost their lives thanks to cruel Anti-Semitism." In the Press 
and elsewhere, the figure is often casually lifted to eight million or 
sometimes even nine million. As we have proved in the previous chapter, 
none of these figures are in the remotest degree plausible, indeed, they are 
ridiculous. 


FANTASTIC EXAGGERATIONS 


So far as is known, the first accusation against the Germans of the mass 
murder of Jews in war-time Europe was made by the Polish Jew Rafael 
Lemkin in his book Axis Rule in Occupied Europe, published in New 
York in 1943. Somewhat coincidentally, Lemkin was later to draw up the 
U.N. Genocide Convention, which seeks to outlaw "racialism". His book 
claimed that the Nazis had destroyed millions of Jews, perhaps as many 
as six millions. This, by 1943, would have been remarkable indeed, since 
the action was allegedly started only in the summer of 1942. At such a 
rate, the entire world Jewish population would have been exterminated by 
1945. After the war, propaganda estimates spiralled to heights even more 
fantastic. Kurt Gerstein, an anti-Nazi who claimed to have infiltrated the 
S.S., told the French interrogator Raymond Cartier that he knew that no 
less than forty million concentration camp internees had been gassed. In 
his first signed memorandum of April 26th, 1945, he reduced the figure to 
25 million, but even this was too bizarre for French Intelligence and in his 
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second memorandum, signed at Rottweil on May 4th, 1945, he brought 
the figure closer to the six million preferred at the Nuremberg Trials. 
Gerstein's sister was congenitally insane and died by euthenasia, which 
may well suggest a streak of mental instability in Gerstein himself. He 
had, in fact, been convicted in 1936 of sending eccentric mail through the 
post. After his two "confessions" he hanged himself at Cherche Midi 
prison in Paris. Gerstein alleged that during the war he passed on 
information concerning the murder of Jews to the Swedish Government 
through a German baron but for some inexplicable reason his report was 
"filed away and forgotten". He also claimed that in August 1942 he 
informed the Papal nuncio in Berlin about the whole "extermination 
programme", but the reverend person merely told him to "Get out." The 
Gerstein statements abound with claims to have witnessed the most 
gigantic mass executions (twelve thousand in a single day at Belzec), 
while the second memorandum describes a visit by Hitler to a 
concentration camp in Poland on June 6th, 1942 which is known never to 
have taken place. Gerstein's fantastic exaggerations have done little but 
discredit the whole notion of mass extermination. Indeed, Evangelical 
Bishop Wilhelm Dibelius of Berlin denounced his memoranda as 
"Untrustworthy" (H.  Rothfels, "“Augenzeugenbericht zu den 
Massenvergasungen" in Vierteljahrshefte fiir Zeitgeschichte, April 1953). 
It is an incredible fact, however, that in spite of this denunciation, the 
German Government in 1955 issued an edition of the second Gerstein 
memorandum for distribution in German chools (Dokumentation zur 
Massenvergasung, Bonn, 1955). In it they stated that Dibelius placed his 
special confidence in Gerstein and that the memoranda were "valid 
beyond any doubt." This is a striking example of the way in which the 
baseless charge of genocide by the Nazis is perpetuated in Germany, and 
directed especially to the youth. 


The story of six million Jews exterminated during the war was given final 
authority at the Nuremberg Trials by the statement of Dr. Wilhelm Hoettl. 
He had been an assistant of Eichmann's, but was in fact a rather strange 
person in the service of American Intelligence who had written several 
books under the pseudonym of Walter Hagen. Hoettl also worked for 
Soviet espionage, collaborating with two Jewish emigrants from Vienna, 
Perger and Verber, who acted as U.S. officers during the preliminary 
inquiries of the Nuremberg Trials. It is remarkable that the testimony of 
this highly dubious person Hoettl is said to constitute the only "proof" 
regarding the murder of six million Jews. In his affidavit of November 
26th, 1945 he stated, not that he knew but that Eichmann had "told him" 
in August 1944 in Budapest that a total of 6 million Jews had been 
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exterminated. Needless to say, Eichmann never corroborated this claim at 
his trial. Hoettl was working as an American spy during the whole of the 
latter period of the war, and it is therefore very odd indeed that he never 
gave the slightest hint to the Americans of a policy to murder Jews, even 
though he worked directly under Heydrich and Eichmann. 


ABSENCE OF EVIDENCE 


It should be emphasised straight away that there is not a single document 
in existence which proves that the Germans intended to, or carried out, 
the deliberate murder of Jews. In Poliakov and Wulf's Das Dritte Reich 
und die Juden: Dokumente und Aufsatze (Berlin, 1955), the most that 
they can assemble are statements extracted after the war from people like 
Hoettl, Ohlendorf and Wisliceny, the latter under torture in a Soviet 
prison. In the absence of any evidence, therefore, Poliakov is forced to 
write: "The three or four people chiefly involved in drawing up the plan 
for total extermination are dead, and no documents survive." This seems 
very convenient. Quite obviously, both the plan and the "three or four" 
people are nothing but nebulous assumptions on the part of the writer, 
and are entirely unprovable. The documents which do survive, of course, 
make no mention at all of extermination, so that writers like Poliakov and 
Reitlinger again make the convenient assumption that such orders were 
generally "verbal". Though lacking any documentary proof, they assume 
that a plan to murder Jews must have originated in 1941, coinciding with 
the attack on Russia. Phase one of the plan is alleged to have involved the 
massacre of Soviet Jews, a claim we shall disprove later. The rest of the 
programme is supposed to have begun in March 1942, with the 
deportation and concentration of European Jews in the eastern camps of 
the Polish Government-General, such as the giant industrial complex at 
Auschwitz near Cracow. The fantastic and quite groundless assumption 
throughout is that transportation to the East, supervised by Eichmann's 
department, actually meant immediate extermination in ovens on arrival. 
According to Manvell and Frankl (Heinrich Himmler. London, 1965), the 
policy of genocide "seems to have been arrived at" after "secret 
discussions" between Hitler and Himmler (p. 118), though they fail to 
prove it. Reitlinger and Poliakov guess along similar "verbal" lines, 
adding that no one else was allowed to be present at these discussions, 
and no records were ever kept of them. This is the purest invention, for 
there is not a shred of evidence that even suggests such outlandish 
meetings took place. William Shirer, in his generally wild and 
irresponsible book The Rise and Fall of the Third Reich, is similarly 
muted on the subject of documentary proof. He states weakly that Hitler's 
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supposed order for the murder of Jews "apparently was never committed 
to paper -- at least no copy of it has yet been unearthed. It was probably 
given verbally to Goring, Himmler and Heydrich, who passed it down . . 
,'(p. 1148). A typical example of the kind of "proof quoted in support of 
the extermination legend is given by Manvell and Frankl. They cite a 
memorandum of 31st July, 1941 sent by Goring to Heydrich, who headed 
the Reich Security Head Office and was Himmler's deputy. Significantly, 
the memorandum begins: "Supplementing the task that was assigned to 
you on 24th January 1939, to solve the Jewish problem by means of 
emigration and evacuation in the best possible way according to present 
conditions ..." The supplementary task assigned in the memorandum is a 
"total solution (Gesamtlésung) of the Jewish question within the area of 
German influence in Europe," which the authors admit means 
concentration in the East, and it requests preparations for the 
"organisational, financial and material matters" involved. The 
memorandum then requests a future plan for the "desired final solution" 
(Endldsung), which clearly refers to the ideal and ultimate scheme of 
emigration and evacuation mentioned at the beginning of the directive. 
No mention whatever is made of murdering people, but Manvell and 
Frankl assure us that this is what the memorandum is really about. Again, 
of course, the "true nature" of the final as distinct from the total solution 
"was made known to Heydrich by Goring verbafly" (ibid, p. 118). The 
convenience of these "verbal" directives issuing back and forth is 
obvious. 


THE WANNSEE CONFERENCE 


The final details of the plan to exterminate Jews were supposed to have 
been made at a conference at Gross Wannsee in Berlin on 20th January, 
1942, presided over by Heydrich (Poliakov, Das Dritte Reich und die 
Juden, p. 120 ff; Reitlinger, The Final Solution, p. 95 ff). Officials of all 
German Ministries were present, and Miiller and Eichmann represented 
Gestapo Head Office. Reitlinger and Manvell and Frankl consider tile 
minutes of this conference to be their trump card in proving the existence 
of a genocide plan, but the truth is that no such plan was even mentioned, 
and what is more, they freely admit this. Manvell and Frankl explain it 
away rather lamely by saying that "The minutes are shrouded in the form 
of officialdom that cloaks the real significance of the words and 
terminolgoy that are used" (The Incomparable Crime, London, 1967, p. 
46), which really means that they intend to interpret them in their own 
way. What Heydrich actually said was that, as in the memorandum 
quoted above, he had been commissioned by Goring to arrange a solution 
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to the Jewish problem. He reviewed the history of Jewish emigration, 
stated that the war had rendered the Madagascar project impractical, and 
continued: "The emigration programme has been replaced now by the 
evacuation of Jews to the east as a further possible solution, in 
accordance with the previous authorisation of the Fuhrer." Here, he 
explained, their labour was to be utilised. All this is supposed to be 
deeply sinister, and pregnant with the hidden meaning that the Jews were 
to be exterminated, though Prof. Paul Rassinier, a Frenchman interned at 
Buchenwald who has done sterling work in refuting the myth of the Six 
Million, explains that it means precisely what it says, i.e. the 
concentration of the Jews for labour in the immense eastern ghetto of the 
Polish Government-General. "There they were to wait until the end of the 
war, for the re-opening of international discussions which would decide 
their future. This decision was finally reached at the interministerial 
Berlin-Wannsee conference..." (Rassinier, Le Véritable Proces 
Eichmann, p. 20). Manvell and Frankl, however, remain undaunted by the 
complete lack of reference to extermination. At the Wannsee conference, 
they write, "Direct references to killing were avoided, Heydrich favouring 
the term "Arbeitseinsatz im Osten" (labour assignment in the East)" 
(Heinrich Himmler, p. 209). Why we should not accept labour 
assignment in the East to mean labour assignment in the East is not 
explained. According to Reitlinger and others, innumerable directives 
actually specifying extermination then passed between Himmler, 
Heydrich, Eichmann and commandant Héss in the subsequent months of 
1942, but of course, "none have survived". 


TWISTED WORDS AND GROUNDLESS ASSUMPTIONS 


The complete lack of documentary evidence to support the existence of 
an extermination plan has led to the habit of re-interpreting the 
documents that do survive. For example, it is held that a document 
concerning deportation is not about deportation at all, but a cunning way 
of talking about extermination. Manvell and Frankl state that "various 
terms were used to camouflage genocide. These included 
"Aussiedlung"(desettlement) and "Abbef6rderung" (removal)" (ibid, p. 
265). Thus, as we have seen already, words are no longer assumed to 
mean what they say if they prove too inconvenient. This kind of thing is 
taken to the most incredible extremes, such as their interpretation of 
Heydrich's directive for labour assignment in the East. Another example 
is a reference to Himmler's order for sending deportees to the East, "that 
is, having them killed" (ibid, p. 251). Reitlinger, equally at a loss for 
evidence, does exactly the same, declaring that from _ the 
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"circumlocutionary" words of the Wannsee conference it is obvious that 
"the slow murder of an entire race was intended" (ibid, p. 98). A review 
of the documentary situation is important, because it reveals the edifice of 
guesswork and baseless assumptions upon which the extermination 
legend is built. The Germans had an extraordinary propensity for 
recording everything on paper in the most careful detail, yet among the 
thousands of captured documents of the S.D. and Gestapo, the records of 
the Reich Security Head Office, the files of Himmler's headquarters and 
Hitler's own war directives there is not a single order for the 
extermination of Jews or anyone else. It will be seen later that this has, in 
fact, been admitted by the World Centre of Contemporary Jewish 
Documentation at Tel-Aviv. Attempts to find "veiled allusions" to 
genocide in speeches like that of Himmler's to his SS. 
Obergruppenfiithrers at Posen in 1943 are likewise quite hopeless. 
Nuremberg statements extracted after the war, invariably under duress, 
are examined in the following chapter. 


5. THE NUREMBERG TRIALS 


The story of the Six Million was given judicial authority at the 
Nuremberg Trials of German leaders between 1945 and 1949, 
proceedings which proved to be the most disgraceful legal farce in 
history. For a far more detailed study of the iniquities of these trials, 
which as Field Marshal Montgomery said, made it a crime to lose a war, 
the reader is referred to the works cited below, and particulary to the 
outstanding book Advance to Barbarism (Nelson, 1953), by the 
distinguished English jurist, F. J. P. Veale. From the very outset, the 
Nuremberg Trials proceeded on the basis of gross statistical errors. In his 
speech of indictment on November 20th, 1945, Mr. Sidney Alderman 
declared that there had been 9,600,000 Jews living in German occupied 
Europe. Our earlier study has shown this figure to be wildly inaccurate. It 
is arrived at (a) by completely ignoring all Jewish emigration between 
1933 and 1945, and (b) by adding all the Jews of Russia, including the 
two million or more who were never in German-occupied territory. The 
same inflated figure, slightly enlarged to 9,800,000, was produced again 
at the Eichmann Trial in Israel by Prof. Shalom Baron. The alleged Six 
Million victims first appeared as the foundation for the prosecution at 
Nuremberg, and after some dalliance with ten million or more by the 
Press at the time, it eventually gained international popularity and 
acceptance. It is very significant, however, that, although this outlandish 
figure was able to win credence in the reckless atmosphere of 
recrimination in 1945, it had become no longer tenable by 1961, at the 
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Eichmann Trial. The Jerusalem court studiously avoided mentioning the 
figure of Six Million, and the charge drawn up by Mr. Gideon Haussner 
simply said "some" millions. 


LEGAL PRINCIPLES IGNORED 


Should anyone be misled into believing that the extermination of the Jews 
was "proved" at Nuremberg by "evidence", he should consider the nature 
of the Trials themselves, based as they were on a total disregard of sound 
legal principles of any kind. The accusers acted as prosecutors, judges 
and executioners; "guilt" was assumed from the outset. (Among the 
judges, of course, were the Russians, whose numberless crimes included 
the massacre of 15,000 Polish officers, a proportion of whose bodies were 
discovered by the Germans at Katyn Forest, near Smolensk. The Soviet 
Prosecutor attempted to blame this slaughter on the German defendants). 
At Nuremberg, ex post facto legislation was created, whereby men were 
tried for "crimes" which were only declared crimes after they had been 
allegedly committed. Hitherto it had been the most basic legal principle 
that a person could only be convicted for infringing a law that was in 
force at the time of the infringement. "Nulla Poena Sine Lege." The Rules 
of Evidence, developed by British jurisprudence over the centuries in 
order to arrive at the truth of a charge with as much certainty as possible, 
were entirely disregarded at Nuremberg. It was decreed that "the Tribunal 
should not be bound by technical rules of evidence" but could admit "any 
evidence which it deemed to have probative value," that is, would support 
a conviction. In practise, this meant the admittance of hearsay evidence 
and documents, which in a normal judicial trial are always rejected as 
untrustworthy. That such evidence was allowed is of profound 
significance, because it was one of the principal methods by which the 
extermination legend was fabricated through fraudulent "written 
affidavits". Although only 240 witnesses were called in the course of the 
Trials, no less than 300,000 of these "written affidavits" were accepted by 
the Court as supporting the charges, without this evidence being heard 
under oath. Under these circumstances, any Jewish deportee or camp 
inmate could make any revengeful allegation that he pleased. Most 
incredible of all, perhaps, was the fact that defence lawyers at Nuremberg 
were not permitted to cross-examine prosecution witnesses. A somewhat 
similar situation prevailed at the trial of Adolf Eichmann, when it was 
announced that Eichmann's defence lawyer could be cancelled at any 
time "if an intolerable situation should arise," which presumably meant if 
his lawyer started to prove his innocence. The real background of the 
Nuremberg Trials was exposed by the American judge, Justice 
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Wenersturm, President of one of Tribunals. He was so disgusted by the 
proceedings that he resigned his appointment and flew home to America, 
leaving behind a statement to the Chicago Tribune which ennumerated 
point by point his objections to the Trials (cf Mark Lautern, Das Letzte 
Wort iiber Niirnberg, p. 56). Points 3 -8 are as follows: 3. The members 
of the department of the Public Prosecutor, instead of trying to formulate 
and reach a new guiding legal principle, were moved only by personal 
ambition and revenge. 4. The prosecution did its utmost in every way 
possible to prevent the defence preparing its case and to make it 
impossible for it to furnish evidence. 5. The prosecution, led by General 
Taylor, did everything in its power to prevent the unanimous decision of 
the Military Court being carried out i.e. to ask Washington to furnish and 
make available to the court further documentary evidence in the 
possession of the American Government. 6. Ninety per cent of the 
Nuremberg Court consisted of biased persons who, either on political or 
racial grounds, furthered the prosecution's case. 7. The prosecution 
obviously knew how to fill all the administrative posts of the Military 
Court with "Americans" whose naturalisation certificates were very new 
indeed, and who, whether in the administrative service or by their 
translations etc., created an atmposhere hostile to the accused persons. 8. 
The real aim of the Nuremberg Trials was to show the Germans the 
crimes of their Fithrer, and this aim was at the same time the pretext on 
which the trials were ordered ... Had I known seven months earlier what 
was happening at Nuremberg, I would never have gone there. Concerning 
Point 6, that ninety per cent of the Nuremberg Court consisted of people 
biased on racial or political grounds, this was a fact confirmed by others 
present. According to Earl Carrol, an American lawyer, sixty per cent of 
the staff of the Public Prosecutor's Office were German Jews who had left 
Germany after the promulgation of Hitler's Race Laws. He observed that 
not even ten per cent of the Americans employed at the Nuremberg courts 
were actually Americans by birth. The chief of the Public Prosecutor's 
Office, who worked behind General Taylor, was Robert M. Kempner, a 
German-Jewish emigrant. He was assisted by Morris Amchan. Mark 
Lautern, who observed the Trials, writes in his book: "They have all 
arrived: the Solomons, the Schlossbergers and the Rabinovitches, 
members of the Public Prosecutor's staff ..." (ibid. p. 68). It is obvious 
from these facts that the fundamental legal principle: that no man can sit 
in judgment on his own case, was abandoned altogether. Moreover, the 
majority of witnesses were also Jews. According to Prof. Maurice 
Bardeche, who was also an observer at the Trials, the only concern of 
these witnesses was not to show their hatred too openly, and to try and 
give an impression of objectivity (Nuremberg ou la Terre Promise, Paris, 
1948, p. 149). 
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"CONFESSIONS' UNDER TORTURE 


Altogether more disturbing, however, were the methods employed to 
extract statements and "confessions" at Nuremberg, particularly those 
from S.S. officers which were used to support the extermination charge. 
The American Senator, Joseph McCarthy, in a statement given to the 
American Press on May 20th, 1949, drew attention to the following cases 
of torture to secure such confessions. In the prison of the Swabisch Hall, 
he stated, officers of the S.S. Leibstandarte Adolf Hitler were flogged 
until they were soaked in blood, after which their sexual organs were 
trampled on as they lay prostrate on the ground. As in the notorious 
Malmedy Trials of private soldiers, the prisoners were hoisted in the air 
and beaten until they signed the confessions demanded of them. On the 
basis of such "confessions" extorted from S.S. Generals Sepp Dietrich 
and Joachim Paiper, the Leibstandarte was convicted as a "guilty 
organisation”. S.S. General Oswald Pohl, the economic administrator of 
the concentration camp system, had his face smeared with faeces and was 
subsequently beaten until he supplied his confession. In dealing with 
these cases, Senator McCarthy told the Press: "I have heard evidence and 
read documentary proofs to the effect that the accused persons were 
beaten up, maltreated and physically tortured by methods which could 
only be conceived in sick brains. They were subjected to mock trials and 
pretended executions, they were told their families would be deprived of 
their ration cards. All these things were carried out with the approval of 
the Public Prosecutor in order to secure the psychological atmosphere 
necessary for the extortion of the required confessions. If the United 
States lets such acts committed by a few people go unpunished, then the 
whole world can rightly criticise us severely and forever doubt the 
correctness of our motives and our moral integrity." The methods of 
intimidation described were repeated during trials at Frankfurt-am-Mein 
and at Dachau, and large numbers of Germans were convicted for 
atrocities on the basis of their admissions. The American Judge Edward 
L. van Roden, one of the three members of the Simpson Army 
Commission which was subsequently appointed to investigate the 
methods of justice at the Dachau trials, revealed the methods by which 
these admissions were secured in the Washington Daily News, January 
9th, 1949. His account also appeared in the British newspaper, the 
Sunday Pictorial, January 23rd, 1949. The methods he described were: 
"Posturing as priests to hear confessions and give absolution; torture with 
burning matches driven under the prisoners finger-nails; knocking out of 
teeth and breaking jaws; solitary confinement and near starvation 
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rations." Van Roden explained: "The statements which were admitted as 
evidence were obtained from men who had first been kept in solitary 
confinement for three, four and five months ... The investigators would 
put a black hood over the accused's head and then punch him in the face 
with brass knuckles, kick him and beat him with rubber hoses ... All but 
two of the Germans, in the 139 cases we investigated, had been kicked in 
the testicles beyond repair. This was standard operating procedure with 
our American investigators." The "American" investigators responsible 
(and who later functioned as the prosecution in the trials) were: Lt.-Col. 
Burton F. Ellis (chief of the War Crimes Committee) and his assistants, 
Capt. Raphael Shumacker, Lt. Robert E. Byrne, Lt. William R. Perl, Mr. 
Morris Ellowitz, Mr. Harry Thon, and Mr. Kirschbaum. The legal adviser 
of the court was Col. A. H. Rosenfeld. The reader will immediately 
appreciate from their names that the majority of these people were 
"biased on racial grounds" in the words of Justice Wenersturm -- that is, 
were Jewish, and therefore should never have been involved in any such 
investigation. Despite the fact that "confessions" pertaining to the 
extemination of the Jews were extracted under these conditions, 
Nuremberg statements are still regarded as conclusive evidence for the 
Six Million by writers like Reitlinger and others, and the illusion is 
maintained that the Trials were both impartial and impeccably fair. When 
General Taylor, the Chief Public Prosecutor, was asked where he had 
obtained the figure of the Six Million, he replied that it was based on the 
confession of S.S. General Otto Ohlendorf. He, too, was tortured and his 
case is examined below. But as far as such "confessions" in general are 
concerned, we can do no better than quote the British Sunday Pictorial 
when reviewing the report of Judge van Roden: "Strong men were 
reduced to broken wrecks ready to mumble any admission demanded by 
their prosecutors." 


THE WISLICENY STATEMENT 


At this point, let us turn to some of the Nuremberg documents 
themselves. The document quoted most frequently in support of the 
legend of the Six Million, and which figures largely in Poliakov and 
Wulf's Das Dritte Reich und die Juden: Dokumente und Aufsatze, is the 
statement of S.S. Captain Dieter Wisliceny, an assistant in Adolf 
Eichmann's office and later the Gestapo chief in Slovakia. It was obtained 
under conditions even more extreme than those described above, for 
Wisliceny fell into the hands of Czech Communists and was 
"interrogated" at the Soviet-controlled Bratislava Prison in November, 
1946. Subjected to torture, Wisliceny was reduced to a nervous wreck 
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and became addicted to uncontrollable fits of sobbing for hours on end 
prior to his execution. Although the conditions under which his statement 
was obtained empty it entirely of all plausibility, Poliakov prefers to 
ignore this and merely writes: "In prison he wrote several memoirs that 
contain information of great interest" (Harvest of Hate, p. 3). These 
memoirs include some genuine statements of fact to provide authenticity, 
such as that Himmler was an enthusiastic advocate of Jewish emigration 
and that the emigration of Jews from Europe continued throughout the 
war, but in general they are typical of the Communist-style "confession" 
produced at Soviet show-trials. Frequent reference is made to 
exterminating Jews and a flagrant attempt is made to implicate as many 
S.S. leaders as possible. Factual errors are also common, notably the 
statement that the war with Poland added more than 3 million Jews to the 
German-occupied territory, which we have disproved above. 


THE CASE OF THE EINSATZGRUPPEN 


The Wisliceny statement deals at some length with the activities of the 
Einsatzgruppen or Action Groups used in the Russian campaign. These 
must merit a detailed consideration in a survey of Nuremberg because the 
picture presented of them at the Trials represents a kind of "Six Million" 
in miniature, i.e. has been proved since to be the most enormous 
exaggeration and falsification. The Einsatzgruppen were four special 
units drawn from the Gestapo and the S.D. (S.S. Security Service) whose 
task was to wipe out partisans and Communist commissars in the wake of 
the advancing German armies in Russia. As early as 1939, there had been 
34,000 of these political commissars attached to the Red Army. The 
activities of the Einsatzgruppen were the particular concern of the Soviet 
Prosecutor Rudenko at the Nuremberg Trials. The 1947 indictment of the 
four groups alleged that in the course of their operations they had killed 
not less than one million Jews in Russia merely because they were Jews. 
These allegations have since been elaborated; it is now claimed that the 
murder of Soviet Jews by the Einsatzgruppen constituted Phase One in 
the plan to exterminate the Jews, Phase Two being the transportation of 
European Jews to Poland. Reitlinger admits that the original term "final 
solution" referred to emigration and had nothing to do with the 
liquidation of Jews, but he then claims that an extermination policy began 
at the time of the invasion of Russia in 1941. He considers Hitler's order 
of July 1941 for the liquidation of the Communist commissars, and he 
concludes that this was accompanied by a verbal order from Hitler for the 
Einsatzgruppen to liquidate all Soviet Jews (Die Endlosung, p. 91). If this 
assumption is based on anything at all, it is probably the worthless 
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Wisliceny statement, which alleges that the Einsatzgruppen were soon 
receiving orders to extend their task of crushing Communists and 
partisans to a "general massacre" of Russian Jews. It is very significant 
that, once again, it is a "verbal order" for exterminating Jews that is 
supposed to have accompanied Hitler's genuine, written order -- yet 
another nebulous and unprovable assumption on the part of Reitlinger. 
An earlier order from Hitler, dated March 1941 and signed by Field 
Marshal Keitel, makes it quite clear what the real tasks of the future 
Einsatzgruppen would be. It states that in the Russian campaign, the 
Reichsfither S.S. (Himmler) is to be entrusted with "tasks for the political 
administration, tasks which result from the struggle which has to be 
carried out between two opposing political systems" (Manvell and Frankl, 
ibid., p. 115). This plainly refers to eliminating Communism, especially 
the political commissars whose _ specific task was Communist 
indoctrination. 


THE OHLENDORF TRIAL 


The most revealing trial in the "Einsatzgruppen Case" at Nuremberg was 
that of S.S. General Otto Ohlendorf, the chief of the S.D. who 
commanded Einsatzgruppe D in the Ukraine, attached to Field Marshal 
von Manstein's Eleventh Army. During the last phase of the war he was 
employed as a foreign trade expert in the Ministry of Economics. 
Ohlendorf was one of those subjected to the torture described earlier, and 
in his affidavit of November 5th, 1945 he was "persuaded" to confess that 
90,000 Jews had been killed under his command alone. Ohlendorf did not 
come to trial until 1948, long after the main Nuremberg Trial, and by that 
time he was insisting that his earlier statement had been extracted from 
him under torture. In his main speech before the Tribunal, Ohlendorf took 
the opportunity to denounce Philip Auerbach, the Jewish attorney-general 
of the Bavarian State Office for Restitution, who at that time was 
claiming compensation for "eleven million Jews" who had suffered in 
German concentration camps. Ohlendorf dismissed this ridiculous claim, 
stating that "not the minutest part" of the people for whom Auerbach was 
demanding compensation had even seen a concentration camp. Ohlendorf 
lived long enough to see Auerbach convicted for embezzlement and fraud 
(forging documents purporting to show huge payments of compensation 
to non-existent people) before his own execution finally took place in 
1951. Ohlendorf explained to the Tribunal that his units often had to 
prevent massacres of Jews organised by anti-Semitic Ukrainians behind 
the German front, and he denied that the Einsatzgruppen as a whole had 
inflicted even one quarter of the casualties claimed by the prosecution. He 
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insisted that the illegal partisan warfare in Russia, which he had to 
combat, had taken a far higher toll of lives from the regular German army 
- an assertion confirmed by the Soviet Government, which boasted of 
500,000 German troops killed by partisans. In fact, Franz Stahlecker, 
commander of Einsatzgruppe A in the Baltic region and White Russia, 
was himself killed by partisans in 1942. The English jurist F. J. P. Veale, 
in dealing with the Action Groups, explains that in the fighting on the 
Russian front no distinction could be properly drawn between partisans 
and the civilian population, because any Russian civilian who maintained 
his civilian status instead of acting as a terrorist was liable to be executed 
by his countrymen as a traitor. Veale says of the Action Groups: "There is 
no question that their orders were to combat terror by terror", and he finds 
it strange that atrocities committed by the partisans in the struggle were 
regarded as blameless simply because they turned out to be on the 
winning side (ibid. p. 223). Ohlendorf took the same view, and in a bitter 
appeal written before his execution, he accused the Allies of hypocrisy in 
holding the Germans to account by conventional laws of warfare while 
fighting a savage Soviet enemy who did not respect those laws. 


ACTION GROUP EXECUTIONS DISTORTED 


The Soviet charge that the Action Groups had wantonly exterminated a 
million Jews during their operations has been shown subsequently to be a 
massive falsification. In fact, there had never been the slightest statistical 
basis for the figure. In this connection, Poliakov and Wulf cite the 
statement of Wilhelm Hoettl, the dubious American spy, double agent 
and former assistant of Eichmann. Hoettl, it will be remembered, claimed 
that Eichmann had "told him " that six million Jews had been 
exterminated -- and he added that two million of these had been killed by 
the Einsatzgruppen. This absurd figure went beyond even the wildest 
estimates of Soviet Prosecutor Rudenko, and it was not.given any 
credence by the American Tribunal which tried and condemned 
Ohlendorf. The real number of casualties for which the Action Groups 
were responsible has since been revealed in the scholarly work Manstein, 
his Campaigns and his Trial (London, 1951), by the able English lawyer 
R. T. Paget. Ohlendorf had been under Manstein's nominal command. 
Paget's conclusion is that the Nuremberg Court, in accepting the figures 
of the Soviet prosecution, exaggerated the number of casualties by more 
than 1000 per cent and that they distorted even more the situations in 
which these casualties were infiicted. (These horrific distortions are the 
subject of six pages of William Shirer's The Rise and Fall of the Third 
Reich, pp. 1140-46). Here, then, is the legendary 6 million in miniature; 
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not one million deaths, but one hundred thousand. Of course, only a small 
proportion of these could have been Jewish partisans and Communist 
functionaries. It is worth repeating that these casualties were inflicted 
during savage partisan warfare on the Eastern front, and that Soviet 
terrorists claim to have killed five times that number of German troops. It 
has nevertheless remained a popular myth that the extermination of the 
Jews began with the actions of the Einsatzgruppen in Russia. In 
conclusion, we may briefly survey the Manstein trial itself, typical in so 
many ways of Nuremberg proceedings. Principally because Action Group 
D was attached to Manstein's command (though it was responsible solely 
to Himmler), the sixty-two year old, invalid Field Marshal, considered by 
most authorities to be the most brilliant German general of the war, was 
subjected to the shameful indignity of a "war-crimes" trial. Of the 17 
charges, 15 were brought by the Communist Russian Government and 
two by the Communist Polish Government. Only one witness was called 
to give evidence at this trial, and he proved so unsatisfactory that the 
prosecution withdrew his evidence. Reliance was placed instead on 800 
hearsay documents which were accepted by the court without any proof 
of their authenticity or authorship. The prosecution introduced written 
affidavits by Ohlendorf and other S.S. Leaders, but since these men were 
still alive, Manstein's defence.lawyer Reginald Paget K.C. demanded 
their appearance in the witness-box. This was refused by the American 
authorities, and Paget declared that this refusal was due to fear lest the 
condemned men revealed what methods had been used to induce them to 
sign their affidavits. Manstein was eventually acquitted on eight of the 
charges, including the two Polish ones which, as Paget said, "were so 
flagrantly bogus that one was left wondering why they had been 
presented at all." 


THE OSWALD POHL TRIAL 


The case of the Action Groups is a revealing insight into the methods of 
the Nuremberg Trials and the fabrication of the Myth of the Six Million. 
Another is the trial of Oswald Pohl in 1948, which is of great importance 
as it bears directly on the administration of the concentration camp 
system. Pohl had been the chief disbursing officer of the German Navy 
until 1934, when Himmler requested his transfer to the S.S. For eleven 
years he was the principal administrative chief of the entire S.S. in his 
position as head of the S.S. Economy and Administration Office, which 
after 1941 was concerned with the industrial productivity of the 
concentration camp system. A peak point of hypocrisy was reached at the 
trial when. the prosecution said to Pohl that "had Germany rested content 
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with the exclusion of Jews from her own territory, with denying them 
German citizenship, with excluding them from public office, or any like 
domestic regulation, no other nation could have been heard to complain." 
The truth is that Germany was bombarded with insults and economic 
sanctions for doing precisely these things, and her internal measures 
against the Jews were certainly a major cause of the declaration of war 
against Germany by the democracies. Oswald Pohl was an extremely 
sensitive and intellectual individual who was reduced to a broken man in 
the course of his trial. As Senator McCarthy pointed out, Pohl had signed 
some incriminating statements after being subjected to severe torture, 
including a bogus admission that he had seen a gas chamber at Auschwitz 
in the summer of 1944. The prosecution strenuously pressed this charge, 
but Pohl successfully repudiated it. The aim of the prosecution was to 
depict this dejected man as a veritable fiend in human shape, an 
impression hopelessly at variance with the testimony of those who knew 
him . Such testimony was given by Heinrich Hoepker, an anti- Nazi 
friend of Pohl's wife who came into frequent contact with him during the 
period 1942-45. Hoepker noted that Pohl was essentially a serene and 
mild-mannered person. During a visit to Pohl in the spring of 1944, 
Hoepker was brought into contact with concentration camp inmates who 
were working on a local project outside the camp area. He noted that the 
prisoners worked in a leisurely manner and relaxed atmosphere without 
any pressure from their guards. Hoepker declared that Pohl did not hold 
an emotional attitude to the Jews, and did not object to his wife 
entertaining her Jewish friend Annemarie Jacques at their home. By the 
beginning of 1945, Hoepker was fully convinced that the administrator of 
the concentration camps was a humane, conscientious and dedicated 
servant of his task, and he was astonished when he heard later in 1945 of 
the accusations being made against Pohl and his colleagues. Frau Pohl 
noted that her husband retained his serenity in the face of adversity until 
March 1945, when he visited the camp at Bergen- Belsen at the time of 
the typhus epidemic there. Hitherto the camp had been a model of 
cleanliness and order, but the chaotic conditions at the close of the war 
had reduced it to a state of extreme hardship. Pohl, who was unable to 
alleviate conditions there because of the desperate pass which the war had 
reached by that time, was deeply affected by the experience and, 
according to his wife, never regained his former state of composure. Dr. 
Alfred Seidl, the highly respected lawyer who acted as principal defence 
counsel at the Nuremberg Trials, went to work passionately to secure the 
acquittal of Pohl. Seidl had been a personal friend of the accused for 
many years, and was thoroughly convinced of his innocence with respect 
to the fraudulent charge of planned genocide against the Jews. The Allied 
judgment which condemned Pohl did not prompt Seidl to change his 
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opinion in the slightest. He declared that the prosecution had failed to 
produce a single piece of valid evidence against him. One of the most 
eloquent defences of Oswald Pohl was made by S.S. Lieutenant Colonel 
Kurt Schmidt-Klevenow, a legal officer in the S.S. Economy and 
Administration Office, in his affidavit of August 8th, 1947. This affidavit 
has been deliberately omitted from the published documents known as 
Trials of the War Criminals before the Nuremberg Military Tribunals 
1946 -1949. Schmidt-Klevenow pointed out that Pohl had given his 
fullest support to Judge Konrad Morgen of the Reich Criminal Police 
Office, whose job was to investigate irregularities at the concentration 
camps. Later on we shall refer to a case in which Pohl was in favour of 
the death penalty for camp commandant Koch, who was accused by an 
S.S. court of misconduct. Schmidt- Klevenow explained that Pohl was 
instrumental in arranging for local police chiefs to share in the 
jurisdiction of concentration camps, and took personal initiative in 
securing strict discipline on the part of camp personnel. In short, the 
evidence given at the Pohl trial shows that the proceedings involved 
nothing less than the deliberate defamation of a man's character in order 
to support the propaganda legend of genocide against the Jews in the 
concentration camps he administered. 


FALSIFIED EVIDENCE AND FRAUDULENT AFFIDAVITS 


Spurious testimony at Nuremberg which included extravagant statements 
in support of the myth of the Six Million was invariably given by former 
German officers because of pressure, either severe torture as in the cases 
cited previously, or the assurance of leniency for themselves if they 
supplied the required statements. An example of the latter was the 
testimony of S.S. General Erich von dem Bach-Zelewski. He was 
threatened with execution himself because of his suppression of the revolt 
by Polish partisans at Warsaw in August 1944, which he carried out with 
his S.S. brigade of White Russians. He was therefore prepared to be "co- 
operative". The evidence of Bach-Zelewski constituted the basis of the 
testimony against the Reichsfihrer of the S.S. Heinrich Himmler at the 
main Nuremberg Trial (Trial of the Major War Criminals, Vol. IV, pp, 
29, 36). In March 1941, on the eve of the invasion of Russia, Himmler 
invited the Higher S.S. Leaders to his Castle at Wewelsburg for a 
conference, including Bach-Zelewski who was an expert on partisan 
warfare. In his Nuremberg evidence, he depicted Himmler speaking in 
grandiose terms at this conference about the liquidation of peoples in 
Eastern Europe, but Goring, in the courtroom, denounced Bach-Zelewski 
to his face for the falsity of this testimony. An especially outrageous 


32 


allegation concerned a supposed declaration by Himmler that one of the 
aims of the Russian campaign was to "decimate the Slav population by 
thirty millions." What Himmler really said is given by his Chief of Staff, 
Wolff -- that war in Russia was certain to result in millions of dead 
(Manvell and Frankl, ibid. p. 117). Another brazen falsehood was Bach- 
Zelewski's accusation that on August 31st, 1942 Himmler personally 
witnessed the execution of one hundred Jews by an Einsatz detachment at 
Minsk, causing him to nearly faint. It is known, however, that on this date 
Himmler was in conference at his field headquarters at Zhitomir in the 
Ukraine (cf K. Vowinckel, Die Wehrmacht im Kampf, vol. 4, p. 275). 
Much is made of Bach-Zelewski's evidence in all the books on Himmler, 
especially Willi Frischauer's Himmler: Evil Genius of the Third Reich 
(London, 1953, p. 148 ff). However, in April 1959, Bach-Zelewski 
publicly repudiated his Nuremberg testimony before a West German 
court. He admitted that his earlier statements had not the slightest 
foundation in fact, and that he had made them for the sake of expediency 
and his own survival. The German court, after careful deliberation, 
accepted his retraction. Needless to say, what Veale calls the "Iron 
Curtain of Discreet Silence" descended immediately over these events. 
They have had no influence whatever on the books which propagate the 
myth of the Six Million, and Bach-Zelewski's testimony on Himmler is 
still taken at its face value. The truth concerning Himmler is provided 
ironically by an anti-Nazi -- Felix Kersten, his physician and masseur. 
Because Kersten was opposed to the regime, he tends to support the 
legend that the internment of Jews meant their extermination. But from 
his close personal knowledge of Himmler he cannot help but tell the truth 
concerning him, and in his Memoirs 1940-1945 (London, 1956, p. 119 ff) 
he is emphatic in stating that Heinrich Himmler did not advocate 
liquidating the Jews but favoured their emigration overseas. Neither does 
Kersten implicate Hitler. However, the credibility of his anti-Nazi 
narrative is completely shattered when, in search of an alternative villain, 
he declares that Dr. Goebbels was the real advocate of "extermination". 
This nonsensical allegation is amply disproved by the fact that Goebbels 
was still concerned with the Madagascar project even after it had been 
temporarily shelved by the German Foreign Office, as we showed earlier. 
So much for false evidence at Nuremberg. Reference has also been made 
to the thousands of fraudulent "written affidavits" which were accepted 
by the Nuremberg Court without any attempt to ascertain the authenticity 
of their contents or even their authorship. These hearsay documents, often 
of the most bizarre kind, were introduced as "evidence" so long as they 
bore the required signature. A typical prosecution affidavit contested by 
the defence in the Concentration Camp Trial of 1947 was that of Alois 
Hoellriegel, a member of the camp personnel at Mauthausen in Austria. 
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This affidavit, which the defence proved was fabricated during 
Hoellriegel's torture, had already been used to secure the conviction of 
S.S. General Ernst Kaltenbrunner in 1946. It claimed that a mass gassing 
operation had taken place at Mauthausen and that Hoellriegel had 
witnessed Kaltenbrunner ( the highest S.S. Leader in the Reich excepting 
Himmler) actually taking part in it. By the time of the Concentration 
Camp Trial (Pohl's trial) a year later, it had become impossible to sustain 
this piece of nonsense when it was produced in court again. The defence 
not only demonstrated that the affidavit was falsified, but showed that all 
deaths at Mauthausen were systematically checked by the local police 
authorities. They were also entered on a camp register, and particular 
embarrassment was caused to the prosecution when the Mauthausen 
register, one of the few that survived, was produced in evidence. The 
defence also obtained numerous affidavits from former inmates of 
Mauthausen (a prison camp chiefly for criminals) testifying to humane 
and orderly conditions there. 


ALLIED ACCUSATIONS DISBELIEVED 


There is no more eloquent testimony to the tragedy and tyranny of 
Nuremberg than the pathetic astonishment or outraged disbelief of the 
accused persons themselves at the grotesque charges made against them. 
Such is reflected in the affidavit of S.S. Major-General Heinz Fanslau, 
who visited most of the German concentration camps during the last 
years of the war. Although a front line soldier of the Waffen S.S., Fanslau 
had taken a great interest in concentration camp conditions, and he was 
selected as a prime target by the Allies for the charge of conspiracy to 
annihilate the Jews. It was argued, on the basis of his many contacts, that 
he must have been fully involved. When it was first rumoured that he 
would be tried and convicted, hundreds of affidavits were produced on 
his behalf by camp inmates he had visited. When he read the full scope of 
the indictment against the concentration camp _ personnel in 
supplementary Nuremberg Trial No. 4 on May 6th, 1947, Fanslau 
declared in disbelief: "This cannot be possible, because I, too, would have 
had to know something about it." It should be emphasised that throughout 
the Nuremberg proceedings, the German leaders on trial never believed 
for a moment the allegations of the Allied prosecution. Hermann Goring, 
who was exposed to the full brunt of the Nuremberg atrocity propaganda, 
failed to be convinced by it. Hans Fritzsche, on trial as the highest 
functionary of Goebbels’ Ministry, relates that Goring, even after hearing 
the Ohlendorf affidavit on the Einsatzgruppen and the Héss testimony on 
Auschwitz, remained convinced that the extermination of Jews was 
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entirely propaganda fiction (The Sword in the Scales, London, 1953, p. 
145). At one point during the trial, G6ring declared rather cogently that 
the first time he had heard of it "was right here in Nuremberg" (Shirer, 
ibid. p. 1147). The Jewish writers Poliakov, Reitlinger and Manvell and 
Frank] all attempt to implicate Goring in this supposed extermination, but 
Charles Bewley in his work Hermann Goring (Goettingen, 1956) shows 
that not the slightest evidence was found at Nuremberg to substantiate 
this charge. Hans Fritzsche pondered on the whole question during the 
trials, and he concluded that there had certainly been no thorough 
investigation of these monstrous charges. Fritzsche, who was acquitted, 
was an associate of Goebbels and a skilled propagandist. He recognised 
that the alleged massacre of the Jews was the main point of the 
indictment against all defendants. Kaltenbrunner, who succeeded 
Heydrich as chief of the Reich Security Head Office and was the main 
defendant for the S.S. due to the death of Himmler, was no more 
convinced of the genocide charges than was Goring. He confided to 
Fritzsche that the prosecution was scoring apparent successes because of 
their technique of coercing witnesses and suppressing evidence, which 
was precisely the accusation of Judges Wenersturm and van Roden. 


6. AUSCHWITZ AND POLISH JEWRY 


The concentration camp at Auschwitz near Cracow in Poland has 
remained at the centre of the alleged extermination of millions of Jews. 
Later we shall see how, when it was discovered by honest observers in 
the British and American zones after the war that no "gas chambers" 
existed in the German camps such as Dachau and Bergen-Belsen, 
attention was shifted to the eastern camps, particularly Auschwitz. Ovens 
definitely existed here, it was claimed. Unfortunately, the eastem camps 
were in the Russian zone of occupation, so that no one could verify 
whether these allegations were true or not. The Russians refused to allow 
anyone to see Auschwitz until about ten years after the war, by which 
time they were able to alter its appearance and give some plausibility to 
the claim that millions of people had been exterminated there. If anyone 
doubts that the Russians are capable of such deception, they should 
remember the monuments erected at sites where thousands of people 
were murdered in Russia by Stalin's secret police -- but where the 
monuments proclaim them to be victims of German troops in World War 
Two. The truth about Auschwitz is that it was the largest and most 
important industrial concentration camp, producing all kinds of material 
for the war industry. The camp consisted of synthetic coal and rubber 
plants built by I. G. Farben Industrie, for whom the prisoners supplied 


35 


labour. Auschwitz also comprised an agricultural research station, with 
laboratories, plant nurseries and facilities for stock breeding, as well as 
Krupps armament works. We have already remarked that this kind of 
activity was the prime function of the camps; all major firms had 
subsidiaries in them and the S.S. even opened their own factories. 
Accounts of visits by Himmler to the camps show that his main purpose 
was to inspect and assess their industrial efficiency. When he visited 
Auschwitz in March 1941 accompanied by high executives of IG. 
Farben, he showed no interest in the problems of the camp as a facility 
for prisoners, but merely ordered that the camp be enlarged to take 
100,000 detainees to supply labour for I.G. Farben. This hardly accords 
with a policy of exterminating prisoners by the million. 


MORE AND MORE MILLIONS 


It was nevertheless at this single camp that about half of the six million 
Jews were supposed to have been exterminated, indeed, some writers 
claim 4 or even 5 million. Four million was the sensational figure 
announced by the Soviet Government after the Communists had 
"investigated" the camp, at the same time as they were attempting to 
blame the Katyn massacre on the Germans. Reitlinger admits that 
information regarding Auschwitz and other eastern camps comes from 
the post-war Communist regimes of Eastem Europe: "The evidence 
concerning the Polish death camps was mainly taken after the war by 
Polish State commissions or by the Central Jewish Historical 
Commission of Poland" (The Final Solution, p . 631). However, no 
living, authentic eye-witness of these "gassings" has ever been produced 
and validated. Benedikt Kautsky, who spent seven years in concentration 
camps, including three in Auschwitz, alleged in his book Teufel und 
Verdammte (Devil and Damned, Zurich, 1946) that "not less than 
3,500,000 Jews" had been killed there. This was certainly a remarkable 
statement, because by his own admission he had never seen a gas 
chamber. He confessed: "I was in the big German concentration camps. 
However, I must establish the truth that in no camp at any time did I 
come across such an installation as a gas chamber" (p. 272- 3). The only 
execution he actually witnessed was when two Polish inmates were 
executed for killing two Jewish inmates. Kautsky, who was sent from 
Buchenwald in October, 1942 to work at Auschwitz-Buna, stresses in his 
book that the use of prisoners in war industry was a major feature of 
concentration camp policy until the end of the war. He fails to reconcile 
this with an alleged policy of massacring Jews. The exterminations at 
Auschwitz are alleged to have occurred between March 1942 and October 
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1944; the figure of half of six million, therefore, would mean the 
extermination and disposal of about 94,000 people per month for thirty 
two months - approximately 3,350 people every day, day and night, for 
over two and a half years. This kind of thing is so ludicrous that it 
scarcely needs refuting. And yet Reitlinger claims quite seriously that 
Auschwitz could dispose of no less than 6,000 people a day. Although 
Reitlinger's 6,000 a day would mean a total by October 1944 of over 5 
million, all such estimates pale before the wild fantasies of Olga Lengyel 
in her book Five Chimneys (London, 1959). Claiming to be a former 
inmate of Auschwitz, she asserts that the camp cremated no less than 
"720 per hour, or 17,280 corpses per twenty-four hour shift." She also 
alleges that, in addition, 8,000 people were burned every day in the 
"death-pits", and that therefore "In round numbers, about 24,000 corpses 
were handled every day" (p. 80-1). This, of course, would mean a yearly 
rate of over 8-1/2 million. Thus between March 1942 and October 1944 
Auschwitz would finally have disposed of over 21 million people, six 
million more than the entire world Jewish population. Comment is 
superfluous. Although several millions, were supposed to have died at 
Auschwitz alone, Reitlinger has to admit that only 363,000 inmates were 
registered at the camp for the whole of the period between January 1940 
and February 1945 (The S.S. Alibi of a Nation, p. 268 ff), and by no 
means all of them were Jews. It is frequently claimed that many prisoners 
were never registered, but no one has offered any proof of this. Even if 
there were as many unregistered as there were registered, it would mean 
only a total of 750,000 prisoners -- hardly enough for the elimination of 3 
or 4 million. Moreover, large numbers of the camp population were 
released or transported elsewhere during the war, and at the end 80,000 
were evacuated westward in January 1945 before the Russian advance. 
One example will suffice of the statistical frauds relating to casualties at 
Auschwitz. Shirer claims that in the summer of 1944, no less than 
300,000 Hungarian Jews were done to death in a mere forty-six days 
(ibid. p. 1156). This would have been almost the entire Hungarian Jewish 
population, which numbered some 380,000. But according to the Central 
Statistical Office of Budapest, there were 260,000 Jews in Hungary in 
1945 (which roughly conforms with the Joint Distribution Committee 
figure of 220,000), so that only 120,000 were classed as no longer 
resident. Of these, 35,000 were emigrants from the new Communist 
regime, and a further 25,000 were still being held in Russia after having 
worked in German labour battalions there. This leaves only 60,000 
Hungarian Jews unaccounted for, but M. E. Namenyi estimates that 
60,000 Jews retumed to Hungary from deportation in Germany, though 
Reitlinger says this figure is too high (The Final Solution, p. 497). 
Possibly it is, but bearing in mind the substantial emigration of Hungarian 
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Jews during the war (cf Report of the ICRC, Vol. I, p. 649), the number 
of Hungarian Jewish casualties must have been very low indeed. 


AUSCHWITZ: AN EYE-WITNESS ACCOUNT 


Some new facts about Auschwitz are at last beginning to make a tentative 
appearance. They are contained in a recent work called Die Auschwitz- 
Liige: Ein Erlebnisbericht von Theis Christopherson (The Auschwitz 
Legends: An Account of his Experiences by Thies Christopherson, Kritik 
Verlag/Mohrkirch, 1973). Published by the German lawyer Dr. Manfred 
Roeder in the periodical Deutsche Biirger-Iniative, it is an eye-witness 
account of Auschwitz by Thies Christopherson, who was sent to the 
Bunawerk plant laboratories at Auschwitz to research into the production 
of synthetic rubber for the Kaiser Wilhelm Institute. In May 1973, not 
long after the appearance of this account, the veteran Jewish "Nazi- 
hunter" Simon Wiesenthal wrote to the Frankfurt Chamber of Lawyers, 
demanding that the publisher and author of the Forward, Dr. Roeder, a 
member of the Chamber, should be brought before its disciplinary 
commission. Sure enough, proceedings began in July, but not without 
harsh criticism even from the Press, who asked "Is Simon Wiesenthal the 
new Gauleiter of Germany?" (Deutsche Wochenzeitung, July 27th, 1973). 
Christopherson's account is certainly one of the most important 
documents for a re-appraisal of Auschwitz. He spent the whole of 1944 
there, during which time he visited all of the separate camps comprising 
the large Auschwitz complex, including Auschwitz-Birkenau where it is 
alleged that wholesale massacres of Jews took place. Christopherson, 
however, is in no doubt that this is totally untrue. He writes: "I was in 
Auschwitz from January 1944 until December 1944. After the war I heard 
about the mass murders which were supposedly perpetrated by the S.S. 
against the Jewish prisoners, and I was perfectly astonished. Despite all 
the evidence of witnesses, all the newspaper reports and radio broadcasts 
I still do not believe today in these horrible deeds. I have said this many 
times and in many places, but to no purpose. One is never believed" (p. 
16). Space forbids a detailed summary here of the author's experiences at 
Auschwitz, which include facts about camp routine and the daily life of 
prisoners totally at variance with the allegations of propaganda (pp. 22-7). 
More important are his revelations about the supposed existence of an 
extermination camp. "During the whole of my time at Auschwitz, | never 
observed the slightest evidence of mass gassings. Moreover, the odour of 
burning flesh that is often said to have hung over the camp is a downright 
falsehood. In the vicinity of the main camp (Auschwitz I) was a large 
farrier's works, from which the smell of molten iron was naturally not 
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pleasant" (p. 33-4). Reitlinger confirms that there were five blast furnaces 
and five collieries at Auschwitz, which together with the Bunawerk 
factories comprised Auschwitz II (ibid. p. 452). The author agrees that a 
crematorium would certainly have existed at Auschwitz, "since 200,000 
people lived there, and in every city with 200,000 inhabitants there would 
be a crematorium. Naturally people died there -- but not only prisoners. In 
fact the wife of Obersturmbannfithrer A. (Christopherson's superior) also 
died there" (p. 33). The author explains: "There were no secrets at 
Auschwitz. In September 1944 a commission of the International Red 
Cross came to the camp for an inspection. They were particularly 
interested in the camp at Birkenau, though we also had many inspections 
at Raisko" (Bunawerk section, p. 35). Christopherson points out that the 
constant visits to Auschwitz by outsiders cannot be reconciled with 
allegations of mass extermination. When describing the visit of his wife 
to the camp in May, he observes: "The fact that it was possible to receive 
visits from our relatives at any time demonstrates the openness of the 
camp administration. Had Auschwitz been a great extermination camp, 
we would certainly not have been able to receive such visits" (p. 27). 
After the war, Christopherson came to hear of the alleged existence of a 
building with gigantic chimneys in the vicinity of the main camp. "This 
was supposed to be the crematorium. However, I must record the fact that 
when I left the camp at Auschwitz in December 1944, I had not seen this 
building there" (p. 37). Does this mysterious building exist today? 
Apparently not; Reitlinger claims it was demolished and "completely 
burnt out in full view of the camp" in October, though Christopherson 
never saw this public demolition. Although it is said to have taken place 
"in full view of the camp", it was allegedly seen by only one Jewish 
witness, a certain Dr. Bendel, and his is the only testimony to the 
occurrence (Reitlinger, ibid, p. 457). This situation is generally typical. 
When it comes down to hard evidence, it is strangely elusive; the building 
was "demolished", the document is "lost", the order was "verbal". At 
Auschwitz today, visitors are shown a small furnace and here they are 
told that millions of people were exterminated. The Soviet State 
Commission which "investigated" the camp announced on May 12th, 
1945, that "Using rectified coefficients . . . the technical expert 
commission has ascertained that during the time that the Auschwitz camp 
existed, the German butchers exterminated in this camp not less than four 
million citizens ..." Reitlinger's surprisingly frank comment on this is 
perfectly adequate: "The world has grown mistrustful of ‘rectified 
coefficients’ and the figure of four millions has become ridiculous" (ibid, 
p. 460). Finally, the account of Mr. Christopherson draws attention to a 
very curious circumstance. The only defendant who did not appear at the 
Frankfurt Auschwitz Trial in 1963 was Richard Baer, the successor of 
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Rudolf Héss as commandant of Auschwitz. Though in perfect health, he 
died suddenly in prison before the trial had begun, "in a highly 
mysterious way" according to the newspaper; Deutsche Wochenzeitung 
(July 27th, 1973). Baer's sudden demise before giving evidence is 
especially strange, since the Paris newspaper Rivarol recorded his 
insistence that "during the whole time in which he governed Auschwitz, 
he never saw any gas chambers nor believed that such things existed," 
and from this statement nothing would dissuade him. In short, the 
Christopherson account adds to a mounting collection of evidence 
demonstrating that the giant industrial complex of Auschwitz (comprising 
thirty separate installations and divided by the main Vienna-Cracow 
railway line) was nothing but a vast war production centre, which, while 
admittedly employing the compulsory labour of detainees, was certainly 
not a place of "mass extermination". 


THE WARSAW GHETTO 


In terms of numbers, Polish Jewry is supposed to have suffered most of 
all from extermination, not only at Auschwitz, but at an endless list of 
newly-discovered "death camps" such as Treblinka, Sobibor, Belzec, 
Majdanek, Chelmno and at many more obscure places which seem 
suddenly to have gained prominence. At the centre of the alleged 
extermination of the Polish Jews is the dramatic uprising in April 1943 of 
the Warsaw Ghetto. This is often represented as a revolt against being 
deported to gas ovens; presumably the alleged subject of Hitler and 
Himmler's "secret discussions" had leaked out and gained wide publicity 
in Warsaw. The case of the Warsaw Ghetto is an instructive insight into 
the creation of the extermination legend itself. Indeed, its evacuation by 
the Germans in 1943 is often referred to as the "extermination of the 
Polish Jews" although it was nothing of the kind, and layers of mythology 
have tended to surround it after the publication of sensational novels like 
John Hersey's The Wall and Leon Uris' Exodus. When the Germans first 
occupied Poland, they confined the Jews, not in detention camps but in 
ghettos for reasons of security. The interior administration of the ghettos 
was in the hands of Jewish Councils elected by themselves, and they were 
policed by an independent Jewish police force. Special currency notes 
were introduced into the ghettos to prevent speculation. Whether this 
system was right or wrong, it was understandable in time of war, and 
although the ghetto is perhaps an unpleasant social establishment, it is by 
no means barbaric. And it is certainly not an organisation for the 
destruction of a race. But, of course, it is frequently said that this is what 
the ghettos were really for. A recent publication on the Warsaw Ghetto 
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made the brazen assertion that concentration camps "were a substitute for 
the practice of cramming the Jews into overcrowded ghettos and starving 
them to death." It seems that whatever security system the Germans used, 
and to whatever lengths they went to preserve a semblance of community 
for the Jews, they can never escape the charge of "extermination". It has 
been established already that the 1931 Jewish population census for 
Poland placed the number of Jews at 2,732,600, and that after emigration 
and flight to the Soviet Union, no more than 1,100,000 were under 
German control. These incontrovertible facts, however, do not prevent 
Manvell and Frank] asserting that "there had been over three million Jews 
in Poland when Germany began the invasion" and that in 1942 "some two 
million still awaited death" (ibid, p. 140). In reality, of the million or so 
Jews in Poland, almost half, about 400,000 were eventually concentrated 
in the ghetto of Warsaw, an area of about two and a half square miles 
around the old mediaeval ghetto. The remainder had already been moved 
to the Polish Government-General by September 1940. In the summer of 
1942, Himmler ordered the resettlement of all Polish Jews in detention 
camps in order to obtain their labour, part of the system of general 
concentration for labour assignment in the Government-General. Thus 
between July and October 1942, over three quarters of the Warsaw 
Ghetto's inhabitants were peacefully evacuated and_ transported, 
supervised by the Jewish police themselves. As we have seen, 
transportation to camps is alleged to have ended in "extermination", but 
there is absolutely no doubt from the evidence available that it involved 
only the effective procurement of labour and the prevention of unrest. In 
the first place, Himmler discovered on a surprise visit to Warsaw in 
January 1943 that 24,000 Jews registered as armaments workers were in 
fact working illegally as tailors and furriers (Manvell and Frankl, ibid, p. 
140); the Ghetto was also being used as a base for subversive forays into 
the main area of Warsaw. After six months of peaceful evacuation, when 
only about 60,000 Jews remained in the residential ghetto, the Germans 
met with an armed rebellion on 18th January, 1943. Manvell and Frankl 
admit that "The Jews involved in planned resistance had for a long time 
been engaged in smuggling arms from the outside world, and combat 
groups fired on and killed S.S. men and militia in charge of a column of 
deportees." The terrorists in the Ghetto uprising were also assisted by the 
Polish Home Army and the PPR -- Polska Partia Robotnicza, the 
Communist Polish Workers Party. It was under these circumstances of a 
revolt aided by partisans and communists that the occupying forces, as 
any army would in a similar situation, moved in to suppress the terrorists, 
if necessary by destroying the residential area itself. It should be 
remembered that the whole process of evacuation would have continued 
peacefully had not extremists among the inhabitants planned an armed 
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rebellion which in the end was bound to fail. When S.S. Lieutenant- 
General Stroop entered the Ghetto with armoured cars on 19th April, he 
immediately came under fire and lost twelve men; German and Polish 
casualties in the battle, which lasted four weeks, totalled 101 men killed 
and wounded. Stubborn resistance by the Jewish Combat Organisation in 
the face of impossible odds led to an estimated 12,000 Jewish casualties, 
the majority by remaining in burning buildings and dug-outs. A total, 
however, of 56,065 inhabitants were captured and peacefully resettled in 
the area of the Government-General. Many Jews within the Ghetto had 
resented the terror imposed on them by the Combat Organisation, and had 
attempted to inform on their headquarters to the German authorities. 


SUDDEN SURVIVORS 


The circumstances surrounding the Warsaw Ghetto revolt, as well as the 
deportations to eastern labour camps such as Auschwtiz, has led to the 
most colourful tales concerning the fate of Polish Jews, the largest bloc of 
Jewry in Europe. The Jewish Joint Distribution Committee, in figures 
prepared by them for the Nuremberg Trials, stated that in 1945 there were 
only 80,000 Jews remaining in Poland. They also alleged that there were 
no Polish-Jewish displaced persons left in Germany or Austria, a claim 
that was at some variance with the number of Polish Jews arrested by the 
British and Americans for black market activities. However, the new 
Communist regime in Poland was unable to prevent a major anti-Jewish 
pogrom at Kielce on July 4th, 1946 and more than 150,000 Polish Jews 
suddenly fled into Western Germany. Their appearance was somewhat 
embarrassing, and their emigration to Palestine and the United States was 
carried out in record time. Subsequently, the number of Polish Jewish 
survivors underwent considerable revision; in the American-Jewish Year 
Book 1948-1949 it was placed at 390,000 quite an advance on the 
original 80,000. We may expect further revisions upwards in the future. 


7SSOME CONCENTRATION CAMP MEMOIRS 


The most influential agency in the propagation of the extermination 
legend has been the paper-back book and magazine industry, and it is 
through their sensational publications, produced for commercial gain, that 
the average person is made acquainted with a myth of an entirely political 
character and purpose. The hey-day of these hate-Germany books was in 
the 1950's, when virulent Germanophobia found a ready market, but the 
industry continues to flourish and is experiencing another boom today. 
The industry's products consist generally of so-called "memoirs", and 
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these fall into two basic categories: those which are supposedly by former 
S.S. men, camp commandants and the like, and those bloodcurdling 
reminiscences allegedly by former concentration camp inmates. 


COMMUNIST ORIGINS 


Of the first kind, the most outstanding example is Commandant of 
Auschwitz by Rudolf Héss (London, 1960), which was originally 
published in the Polish language as Wspomnienia by' the Communist 
Government. Hoss, a young man who took over at Auschwitz in 1940, 
was first arrested by the British and detained at Flensburg, but he was 
soon handed over to the Polish Communist authorities who condemned 
him to death in 1947 and executed him almost immediately. The so-called 
Héss memoirs are undoubtedly a forgery produced under Communist 
auspices, aS we shall demonstrate, though the Communists themselves 
claim that Héss was "ordered to write the story of his life" and a hand- 
written original supposedly exists, but no one has ever seen it. H6ss was 
subjected to torture and brain-washing techniques by the Communists 
during the period of his arrest, and his testimony at Nuremberg was 
delivered in a mindless monotone as he stared blankly into space. Even 
Reitlinger rejects this testimony as hopelessly untrustworthy. It is indeed 
remarkable how much of the "evidence" regarding the Six Million stems 
from Communist sources; this includes the major documents such as the 
Wisliceny statement and the Héss "memoirs", which are undoubtedly the 
two most quoted items in extermination literature, as well as all the 
information on the so-called "death camps" such as Auschwitz. This 
information comes from the Jewish Historical Commission of Poland; the 
Central Commission for the Investigation of War Crimes, Warsaw; and 
the Russian State War Crimes Commission, Moscow. Reitlinger 
acknowledges that the Héss testimony at Nuremberg was a catalogue of 
wild exaggerations, such as that Auschwitz was disposing of 16,000 
people a day, which would mean a total at the end of the war of over 13 
million. Instead of exposing such estimates for the Soviet-inspired frauds 
they obviously are, Reitlinger and others prefer to think that such 
ridiculous exaggerations were due to "pride" in doing a professional job. 
Ironically, this is completely irreconcilable with the supposedly authentic 
H6éss memoirs, which make a clever attempt at plausibility by suggesting 
the opposite picture of distaste for the job. Héss is supposed to have 
"confessed" to a total of 3 million people exterminated at Auschwitz, 
though at his own trial in Warsaw the prosecution reduced the number to 
1,135,000. However, we have already noted that the Soviet Government 
announced an official figure of 4 million after their "investigation" of the 
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camp in 1945. This kind of casual juggling with millions of people does 
not appear to worry the writers of extermination literature. A review of 
the Héss "memoirs" in all their horrid detail would be tedious. We may 
confine ourselves to those aspects of the extermination legend which are 
designed with the obvious purpose of forestalling any proof of its falsity. 
Such, for example, is the manner in which the alleged extermination of 
Jews is described. This was supposed to have been carried out by a 
"special detachment" of Jewish prisoners. They took charge of the newly 
arrived contingents at the camp, led them into the enormous "gas- 
chambers" and disposed of the bodies afterwards. The S.S., therefore, did 
very little, so that most of the S.S. personnel at the camp could be left in 
complete ignorance of the "extermination programme". Of course, no Jew 
would ever be found who claimed to have been a member of this 
gruesome "special detachment", so that the whole issue is left 
conveniently unprovable. It is worth repeating that no living, authentic 
eye-witness to these events has ever been produced. Conclusive evidence 
that the Héss memoirs are a forgery lies in an incredible slip by the 
Communist editors. Héss is supposed to say that the Jehovah's Witnesses 
at Auschwitz approved of murdering the Jews because the Jews were the 
enemies of Christ. It is well known that in Soviet Russia today and in all 
her satellite countries of eastern Europe, the Communists conduct a bitter 
campaign of suppression against the Jehovah's Witnesses whom they 
regard as the religious sect most dangerous to Communist beliefs. That 
this sect is deliberately and grossly defamed in the Héss memoirs proves 
the document's Communist origins beyond any doubt. 


INCRIMINATING REMINISCENCES 


Certainly the most bogus "memoirs" yet published are those of Adolf 
Eichmann. Before his illegal kidnapping by the Israelis in May, 1960 and 
the attendant blaze of international publicity, few people had ever heard 
of him . He was indeed a relatively unimportant person, the head of 
Office A4b in Department IV (the Gestapo) of the Reich Security Head 
Office. His office supervised the transportation to detention camps of a 
particular section of enemy aliens, the Jews. A positive flood of 
unadulterated rubbish about Eichmann showered the world in 1960, of 
which we may cite as an example Comer Clarke's Eichmann: The Savage 
Truth. ("The orgies often went on until six in the morning, a few hours 
before consigning the next batch of victims to death," says Clarke in his 
chapter "Streamlined Death and Wild Sex Orgies," p . 124). Strangely 
enough, the alleged "memoirs" of Adolf Eichmann suddenly appeared at 
the time of his abduction to Israel. They were uncritically published by 
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the American Life magazine (November 28th, December 5th, 1960), and 
were supposed to have been given by Eichmann to a journalist in the 
Argentine shortly before his capture -- an amazing coincidence. Other 
sources, however, gave an entirely different account of their origin, 
claiming that they were a record based on Eichmann's comments to an 
"associate" in 1955, though no one even bothered to identify this person. 
By an equally extraordinary coincidence, war crimes investigators 
claimed shortly afterwards to have just "found" in the archives of the U.S. 
Library of Congress, more than fifteen years after the war, the "complete 
file" of Eichmann's department. So far as the "memoirs" themselves are 
concerned, they were made to be as horribly incriminating as possible 
without straying too far into the realms of the purest fantasy, and depict 
Eichmann speaking with enormous relish about "the physical annihilation 
of the Jews." Their fraudulence is also attested to by various factual 
errors, such as that Himmler was already in command of the Reserve 
Army by April of 1944, instead of after the July plot against Hitler's life, 
a fact which Eichmann would certainly have known. The appearance of 
these "memoirs" at precisely the right moment raises no doubt that their 
object was to present a pre-trial propaganda picture of the archetypal 
"unregenerate Nazi" and fiend in human shape. The circumstances of the 
Eichmann trial in Israel do not concern us here; the documents of Soviet 
origin which were used in evidence, such as the Wisliceny statement, 
have been examined already, and for an account of the third-degree 
methods used on Eichmann during his captivity to render him "co- 
operative” the reader is referred to the London Jewish Chronicle, 
September 2nd, 1960. More relevant to the literature of the extermination 
legend are the contents of a letter which Eichmann is supposed to have 
written voluntarily and handed over to his captors in Buenos Aries. It 
need hardly be added that its Israeli authorship is transparently obvious. 
Nothing in it stretches human credulity further than the phrase "I am 
submitting this declaration of my own free will"; but the most hollow and 
revealing statement of all is his alleged willingness to appear before a 
court in Israel, "so that a true picture may be transmitted to future 
generations." 


TREBLINKA FABRICATIONS 
The latest reminiscences to appear in print are those of Franz Stangl, the 


former commandant of the camp at Treblinka in Poland who was 
sentenced to life imprisonment in December 1970. These were published 
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in an article by the London Daily Telegraph Magazine, October 8th, 
1971, and were supposed to derive from a series of interviews with Stangl 
in prison. He died a few days after the interviews were concluded. These 
alleged reminiscences are certainly the goriest and most bizarre yet 
published, though one is grateful for a few admissions by the writer of the 
article, such as that "the evidence presented in the course of his trial did 
not prove Stangl himself to have committed specific acts of murder" and 
that the account of Stangl's beginnings in Poland "was in_ part 
fabrication." A typical example of this fabrication was the description of 
Stangl's first visit to Treblinka. As he drew into the railway station there, 
he is supposed to have seen "thousands of bodies" just strewn around next 
to the tracks, "hundreds, no, thousands of bodies everywhere, putrefying, 
decomposing." And "in the station was a train full of Jews, some dead, 
some still alive ... it looked as if it had been there for days." The account 
reaches the heights of absurdity when Stangl is alleged to have got out of 
his car and "stepped kneedeep into money: I didn't know which way to 
turn, which way to go. I waded in papernotes, currency, precious stones, 
jewellery and clothes. They were everywhere, strewn all over the square." 
The scene is completed by "whores from Warsaw weaving drunk, 
dancing, singing, playing music", who were on the other side of the 
barbed wire fences. To literally believe this account of sinking 
"kneedeep" in Jewish bank-notes and precious stones amid thousands of 
putrefying corpses and lurching, singing prostitutes would require the 
most phenomenal degree of gullibility, and in any circumstances other 
than the Six Million legend it would be dismissed as the most outrageous 
nonsense. The statement which certainly robs the Stang] memoirs of any 
vestige of authenticity is his alleged reply when asked why he thought the 
Jews were being exterminated: "They wanted the Jews’ money," is the 
answer. "That racial business was just secondary." The series of 
interviews are supposed to have ended on a highly dubious note indeed. 
When asked whether he thought there had been "any conceivable sense in 
this horror," the former Nazi commandant supposedly replied with 
enthusiasm: "Yes, I am sure there was. Perhaps the Jews were meant to 
have this enormous jolt to pull them together; to create a people; to 
identify themselves with each other." One could scarcely imagine a more 
perfect answer had it been invented. 


BEST-SELLER A HOAX 
Of the other variety of memoirs, those which present a picture of frail 


Jewry caught in the vice of Nazism, the most celebrated is undoubtedly 
The Diary of Anne Frank, and the truth concerning this book is only one 
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appalling insight into the fabrication of a propaganda legend . First 
published in 1952, The Diary of Anne Frank became an immediate best- 
seller; since then it has been republished in paper-back, going through 40 
impressions, and was made into a successful Hollywood film. In royalties 
alone, Otto Frank, the girl's father, has made a fortune from the sale of the 
book, which purports to represent the real-life tragedy of his daughter. 
With its direct appeal to the emotions, the book and the film have 
influenced literally millions of people, certainly more throughout the 
world than any other story of its kind. And yet only seven years after its 
initial publication, a New York Supreme Court case established that the 
book was a hoax. The Diary of Anne Frank has been sold to the public as 
the actual diary of a young Jewish girl from Amsterdam, which she wrote 
at the age of 12 while her family and four other Jews were hiding in the 
back room of a house during the German occupation. Eventually, they 
were arrested and detained in a concentration camp, where Anne Frank 
supposedly died when she was 14. When Otto Frank was liberated from 
the camp at the end of the war, he returned to the Amsterdam house and 
"found" his daughter's diary concealed in the rafters. The truth about the 
Anne Frank Diary was first revealed in 1959 by the Swedish journal Fria 
Ord. It established that the Jewish novelist Meyer Levin had written the 
dialogue of the "diary" and was demanding payment for his work in a 
court action against Otto Frank. A condensation of the Swedish articles 
appeared in the American Economic Council Letter, April 15th, 1959, as 
follows: "History has many examples of myths that live a longer and 
richer life than truth, and may become more effective than truth. "The 
Western World has for some years been made aware of a Jewish girl 
through the medium of what purports to be her personally written story, 
Anne Frank's Diary. Any informed literary inspection of this book would 
have shown it to have been impossible as the work of a teenager. "A 
noteworthy decision of the New York Supreme Court confirms this point 
of view, in that the well known American Jewish writer, Meyer Levin, 
has been awarded $50,000 to be paid him by the father of Anne Frank as 
an honorarium for Levin's work on the Anne Frank Diary. "Mr. Frank, in 
Switzerland, has promised to pay to his race kin, Meyer Levin, not less 
than $50,000 because he had used the dialogue of Author Levin just as it 
was and "implanted" it in the diary as being his daughter's intellectual 
work." Further inquiries brought a reply on May 7th, 1962 from a firm of 
New York lawyers, which stated: "I was the attorney for Meyer Levin in 
his action against Otto Frank, and others. It is true that a jury awarded 
Mr. Levin $50,000 in damages, as indicated in your letter. That award 
was later set aside by the trial justice, Hon. Samuel C. Coleman, on the 
ground that the damages had not been proved in the manner required by 
law. The action was subsequently settled while an appeal from Judge 
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Coleman's decision was pending. "I am afraid that the case itself is not 
officially reported, so far as the trial itself, or even Judge Coleman's 
decision, is concerned. Certain procedural matters were reported in 141 
New York Supplement, Second Series 170, and in 5 Second Series 181. 
The correct file number in the New York County Clerk's office is 2241 -- 
1956 and the file is probably a large and full one . . ." Here, then, is just 
one more fraud in a whole series of frauds perpetrated in support of the 
"Holocaust" legend and the saga of the Six Million. Of course, the court 
case bearing directly on the authenticity of the Anne Frank Diary was 
"not officially reported". A brief reference may also be made to another 
"diary", published not long after that of Anne Frank and entitled: Notes 
from the Warsaw Ghetto: the Journal of Emmanuel Ringelblum (New 
York, 1958). Ringelblum had been a leader in the campaign of sabotage 
against the Germans in Poland, as well as the revolt of the Warsaw 
Ghetto in 1943, before he was eventually arrested and executed in 1944. 
The Ringelblum journal, which speaks of the usual "rumours" allegedly 
circulating about the extermination of the Jews in Poland, appeared under 
exactly the same Communist auspices as the so-called Héss memoirs. 
McGraw-Hill, the publishers of the American edition, admit that they 
were denied access to the uncensored original manuscript in Warsaw, and 
instead faithfully followed the expurgated volume published by the 
Communist Government in Warsaw in 1952. All the "proofs" of the 
Holocaust issuing from Communist sources of this kind are worthless as 
historical documents. 


ACCUMULATING MYTHS 


Since the war, there has been an abundant growth of sensational 
concentration camp literature, the majority of it Jewish, each book piling 
horror upon horror, blending fragments of truth with the most grotesque 
of fantasies and impostures, relentessly creating an edifice of mythology 
in which any relation to historical fact has long since disappeared. We 
have referred to the type already - Olga Lengyel's absurd Five Chimneys 
("24,000 corpses handled every day"), Doctor at Auschwitz by Miklos 
Nyiszli, apparently a mythical and invented person, This was Auschwitz: 
The Story of a Murder Camp by Philip Friedman, and so on ad nauseam 
The latest in this vein is For Those I Loved by Martin Gray (Bodley 
Head, 1973), which purports to be an account of his experiences at 
Treblinka camp in Poland. Gray specialised in selling fake antiques to 
America before turning to concentration camp memoirs. The 
circumstances surrounding the publication of his book, however, have 
been unique, because for the first time with works of this kind, serious 
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doubt was cast on the authenticity of its contents. Even Jews, alarmed at 
the damage it might cause, denounced his book as fraudulent and 
questioned whether he had ever been at Treblinka at all, while B.B.C. 
radio pressed him as to why he had waited 28 years before writing of his 
experiences. It was interesting to observe that the "Personal Opinion" 
column of the London Jewish Chronicle, March 30th, 1973, although it 
roundly condemned Gray's book, nevertheless made grandiose additions 
to the myth of the Six Million. It stated that: "Nearly a million people 
were murdered in Treblinka in the course of a year. 18,000 were fed into 
the gas chambers every day." It is a pity indeed that so many people read 
and accept this kind of nonsense without exercising their minds. If 18,000 
were murdered every day, the figure of one million would be reached in a 
mere 56 days, not "in the course of a year." This gigantic achievement 
would leave the remaining ten months of the year a total blank. 18,000 
every day would in fact mean a total of 6,480,000 "in the course of a 
year." Does this mean that the Six Million died in twelve months at 
Treblinka? What about the alleged three or four million at Auschwitz? 
This kind of thing simply shows that, once the preposterous compromise 
figure of Six Million had scored a resounding success and become 
internationally accepted, any number of impossible permutations can be 
made and no one would even think to criticise them. In its review of 
Gray's book, the Jewish Chronicle column also provides a revealing 
insight into the fraudulent allegations concerning gas-chambers: "Gray 
recalls that the floors of the gas chambers sloped, whereas another 
survivor who helped to build them maintains that they were at a level ..." 
Occasionally, books by former concentration camp inmates appear which 
present a totally different picture of the conditions prevailing in them. 
Such is Under Two Dictators (London, 1950) by Margarete Buber. She 
was. a German-Jewish woman who had experienced several years in the 
brutal and primitive conditions of a Russian prison camp before being 
sent to Ravensbriick, the German camp for women detainees, in August 
1940. She noted that she was the only Jewish person in her contingent of 
deportees from Russia who was not straight away released by the 
Gestapo. Her book presents a striking contrast between the camps of 
Soviet Russia and Germany; compared to the squalor, disorder and 
starvation of the Russian camp, she found Ravensbriick to be clean, 
civilised and well-administered. Regular baths and clean linen seemed a 
luxury after her earlier experiences, and her first meal of white bread, 
sausage, sweet porridge and dried fruit prompted her to inquire of another 
camp inmate whether August 3rd, 1940 was some sort of holiday or 
special occasion. She observed, too, that the barracks at Ravensbriick 
were remarkably spacious compared to the crowded mud hut of the 
Soviet camp. In the final months of 1945, she experienced the progressive 
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decline of camp conditions, the causes of which we shall examine later. 
Another account which is at total variance with popular propaganda is 
Die Gestapo Lasst Bitten (The Gestapo Invites You) by Charlotte 
Bormann, a Communist political prisoner who was also interned at 
Ravensbriick. Undoubtedly its most important revelation is the author's 
statement that rumours of gas executions were deliberate and malicious 
inventions circulated among the prisoners by the Communists. This latter 
group did not accept Margarete Buber because of her imprisonment in 
Soviet Russia. A further shocking reflection on the post-war trials is the 
fact that Charlotte Bormann was not permitted to testify at the Rastadt 
trial of Ravensbriick camp personnel in the French occupation zone, the 
usual fate of those who denied the extermination legend. 


8. THE NATURE and CONDITION OF WAR-TIME 
CONCENTRATION CAMPS 


In his recent book Adolf Hitler (London, 1973), Colin Cross, who brings 
more intelligence than is usual to many problems of this period, observes 
astutely that "The shuffling of millions of Jews around Europe and 
murdering them, in a time of desperate war emergency, was useless from 
any rational point of view" (p. 307). Quite so, and at this point we may 
well question the likelihood of this irrationalism, and whether it was even 
possible. Is it likely, that at the height of the war, when the Germans were 
fighting a desperate battle for survival on two fronts, they would have 
conveyed millions of Jews for miles to supposedly elaborate and costly 
slaughter houses? To have conveyed three or four million Jews to 
Auschwitz alone (even supposing that such an inflated number existed in 
Europe, which it did not), would have placed an insuperable burden upon 
German transportation facilities which were strained to the limit in 
supporting the farflung Russian front. To have transported the mythical 
six million Jews and countless numbers of other nationalities to 
internment camps, and to have housed, clothed and fed them there, would 
simply have paralysed their military operations. There is no reason to 
suppose that the efficient Germans would have put their military fortunes 
at such risk. On the other hand, the transportation of a reasonable 363,000 
prisoners to Auschwitz in the course of the war (the number we know to 
have been registered there) at least makes sense in terms of the 
compulsory labour they supplied. In fact, of the 3 million Jews living in 
Europe, it is certain that no more than two million were ever interned at 
one time, and it is probable that the number was much closer to 
1,500,000. We shall see later, in the Report of the Red Cross, that whole 
Jewish populations such as that of Slovakia avoided detention in camps, 
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while others were placed in community ghettos like Theresienstadt. 
Moreover, from western Europe deportations were far fewer. The 
estimate of Reitlinger that only about 50,000 French Jews from a total 
population of 320,000 were deported and interned has been noted already. 
The question must also be asked as to whether it could have been 
physically possible to destroy the millions of Jews that are alleged. Had 
the Germans enough time for it? Is it likely that they would have 
cremated people by the million when they were so short of manpower and 
required all prisoners of war for purposes of war production? Would it 
have been possible to destroy and remove all trace of a million people in 
six months? Could such enormous gatherings of Jews and executions on 
such a vast scale have been kept secret? These are the kind of questions 
that the critical, thinking person should ask. And he will soon discover 
that not only the statistical and documentary evidence given here, but 
simple logistics combine to discredit the legend of the six million. 
Although it was impossible for millions to have been murdered in them, 
the nature and conditions of Germany's concentration camps have been 
vastly exaggerated to make the claim plausible. William Shirer, in a 
typically reckless passage, states that "All of the thirty odd principal Nazi 
concentration camps were death camps" (ibid, p. 1150). This is totally 
untrue, and is not even accepted now by the principal propagators of the 
extermination legend. Shirer also quotes Eugen Kogon's The Theory and 
Practice of Hell (N.Y. 1950, p. 227) which puts the total number of 
deaths in all of them at the ridiculous figure of 7,125,000, though Shirer 
admits in a footnote that this is "undoubtedly too high." 


"DEATH CAMPS' BEHIND THE IRON CURTAIN 


It is true that in 1945, Allied propaganda did claim that all the 
concentration camps, particularly those in Germany itself, were "death 
camps", but not for long. On this question, the eminent American 
historian Harry Elmer Barnes wrote: "These camps were first presented 
as those in Germany, such as Dachau, Belsen, Buchenwald, 
Sachsenhausen and Dora, but it was soon demonstrated that there had 
been no systematic extermination in those camps. Attention was then 
moved to Auschwitz, Treblinka, Belzec, Chelmno, Jonowska, Tarnow, 
Ravensbriick, Mauthausen, Brezeznia and Birkenau, which does not 
exhaust the list that appears to have been extended as needed" (Rampart 
Journal, Summer 1967). What had happened was that certain honest 
observers among the British and American occupation forces in 
Germany, while admitting that many inmates had died of disease and 
starvation in the final months of the war, had found no evidence after all 
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of "gas chambers". As a result, eastern camps in the Russian zone of 
occupation such as Auschwitz and Treblinka gradually came to the fore 
as horrific centres of extermination (though no one was permitted to see 
them), and this tendency has lasted to the present day. Here in these 
camps it was all supposed to have happened, but with the Iron Curtain 
brought down firmly over them, no one has ever been able to verify such 
charges. The Communists claimed that four million people died at 
Auschwitz in gigantic gas chambers accommodating 2,000 people -- and 
no one could argue to the contrary. What is the truth about so-called "gas 
chambers"? Stephen F. Pinter, who served as a lawyer for the United 
States War Department in the occupation forces in Germany and Austria 
for six years after the war, made the following statement in the widely 
read Catholic magazine Our Sunday Visitor, June 14th , 1959: "I was in 
Dachau for 17 months after the war, as a U.S. Department Attorney, and 
can state that there was no gas chamber at Dachau. What was shown to 
visitors and sightseers there and erroneously described as a gas chamber 
was a crematory. Nor was there a gas chamber in any of the other 
concentration camps in Germany. We were told that there was a gas 
chamber at Auschwitz, but since that was in the Russian zone of 
occupation, we were not permitted to investigate since the Russians 
would not allow it. From what I was able to determine during six postwar 
years in Germany and Austria, there were a number of Jews killed, but 
the figure of a million was certainly never reached. I interviewed 
thousands of Jews, former immates of concentration camps in Germany 
and Austria, and consider myself as well qualified as any man on this 
subject." This tells a very different story from the customary propaganda. 
Pinter, of course, is very astute on the question of the crematory being 
represented as a gas chamber. This is a frequent ploy because no such 
thing as a gas chamber has ever been shown to exist in these camps, 
hence the deliberately misleading term a "gas oven", aimed at confusing a 
gas chamber with a crematorium. The latter, usually a single furnace and 
similar to the kind of thing employed today, were used quite simply for 
the cremation of those persons who had died from various natural causes 
within the camp, particularly infectious diseases. This fact was 
conclusively proved by the German archbishop, Cardinal Faulhaber of 
Munich. He informed the Americans that during the Allied air raids on 
Munich in September 1944, 30,000 people were killed. The archbishop 
requested the authorities at the time to cremate the bodies of the victims 
in the crematorium at Dachau. But he was told that, unfortunately, this 
plan could not be carried out; the crematorium, having only one furnace, 
was not able to cope with the bodies of the air raid victims. Clearly, 
therefore, it could not have coped with the 238,000 Jewish bodies which 
were allegedly cremated there. In order to do so, the crematorium would 
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have to be kept going for 326 years without stopping and 530 tons of 
ashes would have been recovered. 


CASUALTY FIGURES REDUCED 


The figures of Dachau casualties are typical of the kind of exaggerations 
that have since had to be drastically revised. In 1946, a memorial plaque 
was unveiled at Dachau by Philip Auerbach, the Jewish State-Secretary in 
the Bavarian Government who was convicted for embezzling money 
which he claimed as compensation for non-existent Jews. The plaque 
read: "This area is being retained as a shrine to the 238,000 individuals 
who were cremated here." Since then, the official casualty figures have 
had to be steadily revised downwards, and now stand at only 20,600 the 
majority from typhus and starvation only at the end of the war. This 
deflation, to ten per cent of the original figure, will doubtless continue, 
and one day will be applied to the legendary figure of six million as a 
whole. Another example of drastic revision is the present estimate of 
Auschwitz casualties. The absurd allegations of three or four million 
deaths there are no longer plausible even to Reitlinger. He now puts the 
number of casualties at only 600,000; and although this figure is still 
exaggerated in the extreme, it is a significant reduction on four million 
and further progress is to be expected. Shirer himself quotes Reitlinger's 
latest estimate, but he fails to reconcile this with his earlier statement that 
half of that figure, about 300,000 Hungarian Jews were supposedly "done 
to death in forty-six days" - a supreme example of the kind of 
irresponsible nonsense that is written on this subject. 


HUMANE CONDITIONS 


That several thousand camp inmates did die in the chaotic final months of 
the war brings us to the question of their war-time conditions. These have 
been deliberately falsified in innumerable books of an extremely lurid and 
unpleasant kind. The Red Cross Report, examined below, demonstrates 
conclusively that throughout the war the camps were well administered. 
The working inmates received a daily ration even throughout 1943 and 
1944 of not less than 2,750 calories, which was more than double the 
average civilian ration in occupied Germany in the years after 1945. The 
internees were under regular medical care, and those who became 
seriously ill were transferred to hospital. All internees, unlike those in 
Soviet camps, could receive parcels of food, clothing and pharmaceutical 
supplies from the Special Relief Division of the Red Cross. The Office of 
the Public Prosecutor conducted thorough investigations into each case of 
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criminal arrest, and those found innocent were released; those found 
guilty, as well as those deportees convicted of major crimes within the 
camp, were sentenced by military courts and executed. In the Federal 
Archives of Koblenz there is a directive of January 1943 from Himmler 
regarding such executions, stressing that "no brutality. is to be allowed" 
(Manvell and Frankl), ibid, p. 312). Occasionally there was brutality, but 
such cases were immediately scrutinised by S.S. Judge Dr. Konrad 
Morgen of the Reich Criminal Police Office, whose job was to investigate 
irregularities at the various camps. Morgen himself prosecuted 
commander Koch of Buchenwald in 1943 for excesses at his camp, a trial 
to which the German public were invited. It is significant that Oswald 
Pohl, the administrator of the concentration camp system who was dealt 
with so harshly at Nuremberg, was in favour of the death penalty for 
Koch. In fact, the S.S. court did sentence Koch to death, but he was given 
the option of serving on the Russian front. Before he could do this, 
however, Prince Waldeck, the leader of the S.S. in the district, carried out 
his execution. This case is ample proof of the seriousness with which the 
S.S. regarded unnecessary brutality. Several S.S. court actions of this 
kind were conducted in the camps during the war to prevent excesses, and 
more than 800 cases were investigated before 1945. Morgen testified at 
Nuremberg that he discussed confidentially with hundreds of inmates the 
prevailing conditions in the camps. He found few that were 
undernourished except in the hospitals, and noted that the pace and 
achievement in compulsory labour by inmates was far lower than among 
German civilian workers. The evidence of Pinter and Cardinal Faulhaber 
has been shown to disprove the claims of extermination at Dachau, and 
we have seen how the casualty figures of that camp have been 
continuously revised downwards. The camp at Dachau near Munich, in 
fact, may be taken as fairly typical of these places of internment. 
Compulsory labour in the factories and plants was the order of the day, 
but the Communist leader Ernst Ruff testified in his Nuremberg affidavit 
of April 18th, 1947 that the treatment of prisoners on the work details and 
in the camp of Dachau remained humane. The Polish underground leader, 
Jan Piechowiak, who was at Dachau from May 22nd, 1940 until April 
29th, 1945 also testified on March 21st, 1946 that prisoners there 
received good treatment, and that the S.S. personnel at the camp were 
"well disciplined". Berta Schirotschin, who worked in the food service at 
Dachau throughout the war, testified that the working inmates, until the 
beginning of 1945 and despite increasing privation in Germany, received 
their customary second breakfast at 10 a.m. every morning. In general, 
hundreds of affidavits from Nuremberg testify to the humane conditions 
prevailing in concentration camps; but emphasis was invariably laid on 
those which reflected badly on the German administration and could be 
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used for propaganda purposes. A study of the documents also reveals that 
Jewish witnesses who resented their deportation and internment in prison 
camps tended to greatly exaggerate the rigours of their condition, whereas 
other nationals interned for political reasons, such as those cited above, 
generally presented a more balanced picture. In many cases, prisoners 
such as Charlotte Bormann, whose experiences did not accord with the 
picture presented at Nuremberg, were not permitted to testify. 


UNAVOIDABLE CHAOS 


The orderly situation prevailing in the German concentration camps 
slowly broke down in the last fearful months of 1945. The Red Cross 
Report of 1948 explains that the saturation bombing by the Allies 
paralysed the transport and communications system of the Reich, no food 
reached the camps and starvation claimed an increasing number of 
victims, both in prison camps and among the civilian population of 
Germany. This terrible situation was compounded in the camps both by 
great overcrowding and the consequent outbreak of typhus epidemics. 
Overcrowding occurred as a result of prisoners from the eastern camps 
such as Auschwitz being evacuated westward before the Russian 
advance; columns of such exhausted people arrived at several German 
camps such as Belsen and Buchenwald which had themselves reached a 
state of great hardship. Belsen camp near Bremen was in an especially 
chaotic condition in these months and Himmler's physician, Felix 
Kersten, an anti-Nazi, explains that its unfortunate reputation as a "death 
camp" was due solely to the ferocity of the typhus epidemic which broke 
out there in March 1945 (Memoirs 1940-1945, London, .1956). 
Undoubtedly these fearful conditions cost several thousand lives, and it is 
these conditions that are represented in the photographs of emaciated 
human beings and heaps of corpses which the propagandists delight in 
showing, claiming, that they are victims of "extermination". A 
surprisingly honest appraisal of the situation at Belsen in 1945 appeared 
in Purnell's History of the Second World War (Vol. 7, No. 15) by Dr. 
Russell Barton, now superintendent and consultant psychiatrist at 
Severalls Hospital, Essex, who spent one month at the camp as a medical 
student after the war. His account vividly illustrates the true causes of the 
mortality that occurred in such camps toward the war's end, and how such 
extreme conditions came to prevail there. Dr. Barton explains that 
Brigadier Glyn Hughes, the British Medical Officer who took command 
of Belsen in 1945, "did not think there had been any atrocities in the 
camp" despite discipline and hard work "Most people," writes Dr. Barton, 
"attributed the conditions of the inmates to deliberate intention on the part 
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of the Germans. . Inmates were eager to cite examples of brutality and 
neglect, and visiting journalists from different countries interpreted the 
situation according to the needs of propaganda at home." However, Dr. 
Barton makes it quite clear that the conditions of starvation and disease 
were unavoidable in the circumstances and that they occurred only during 
the months of 1945. "From discussions with prisoners it seemed that 
conditions in the camp were not too bad until late 1944. The huts were set 
among pine trees and each was provided with lavatories, wash basins, 
showers and stoves for heating." The cause of food shortage is also 
explained. "German medical officers told me that it had been increasingly 
difficult to transport food to the camp for some months. Anything that 
moved on the autobahns was likely to be bombed ... I was surprised to 
find records, going back for two or three years, of large quantities of food 
cooked daily for distribution. At that time I became convinced, contrary 
to popular opinion, that there had never been a policy of deliberate 
starvation. This was confirmed by the large numbers of well-fed inmates. 
Why then were so many people suffering from mal-nutrition? ... The 
major reasons for the state of Belsen were disease, gross overcrowding by 
central authority, lack of law and order within the huts, and inadequate 
supplies of food, water and drugs." The lack of order, which led to riots 
over food distribution, was quelled by British machine-gun fire and a 
display of force when British tanks and armoured cars toured the camp. 
Apart from the unavoidable deaths in these circumstances, Glyn Hughes 
estimated that about "1,000 were killed through the kindness of English 
soldiers giving them their own rations and chocolates." As a man who 
was at Belsen, Dr. Barton is obviously very much alive to the falsehoods 
of concentration camp mythology, and he concludes: "In trying to assess 
the causes of the conditions found in Belsen one must be alerted to the 
tremendous visual display, ripe for purposes of propaganda, that masses 
of starved corpses presented." To discuss such conditions "naively in 
terms of 'goodness' and 'badness' is to ignore the constituent factors..." 


FAKE PHOTOGRAPHS 


Not only were situations such as those at Belsen unscrupulously exploited 
for propaganda purposes, but this propaganda has also made use of 
entirely fake atrocity photographs and films. The extreme conditions at 
Belsen applied to very few camps indeed; the great majority escaped the 
worst difficulties and all their inmates survived in good health. As a 
result, outright forgeries were used to exaggerate conditions of horror. A 
startling case of such forgery was revealed in the British Catholic Herald 
of October 29th, 1948. It reported that in Cassel, where every adult 
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German was compelled to see a film representing the "horrors" of 
Buchenwald, a doctor from Goettingen saw himself on the screen looking 
after the victims. But he had never been to Buchenwald. After an interval 
of bewilderment he realised that what he had seen was part of a film 
taken after the terrible air raid on Dresden by the Allies on 13th February, 
1945, where the doctor had been working. The film in question was 
shown in Cassel on 19th October, 1948. After the air raid on Dresden, 
which killed a record 135 000 people, mostly refugee women and 
children, the bodies of the victims were piled and burned in heaps of 400 
and 500 for several weeks. These were the scenes, purporting to be from 
Buchenwald, which the doctor had recognised. 


The forgery of war-time atrocity photographs is not new. For further 
information the reader is referred to Arthur Ponsonby's book Falsehood in 
Wartime (London, 1928), which exposes the faked photographs of 
German atrocities in the First World War. Ponsonby cites such 
fabrications as "The Corpse Factory" and "The Belgian Baby without 
Hands", which are strikingly reminiscent of the propaganda relating to 
Nazi "atrocities". F. J. P. Veale explains in his book that the bogus ‘yar of 
human soap" solemnly introduced by the Soviet prosecution at 
Nuremberg was a deliberate jibe at the famous British "Corpse Factory" 
myth, in which the ghoulish Germans were supposed to have obtained 
various commodities from processing corpses (Veale, ibid, p. 192). This 
accusation was one for which the British Government apologised after 
1918. It received new life after 1945 in the tale of lamp shades of human 
skin, which was certainly as fraudulent as the Soviet "human soap". In 
fact, from Manvell and Frankl we have the grudging admission that the 
lamp shade evidence at Buchenwald Trial "later appeared to be dubious" 
(The Incomparable Crime, p. 84). It was given by a certain Andreas 
Pffffenberger in a "written affidavit" of the kind discussed earlier, but in 
1948 General Lucius Clay admitted that the affidavits used in the trial 
appeared after more thorough investigation to have been mosdy 
"hearsay." 


An excellent work on the fake atrocity photographs pertaining to the 
Myth of the Six Million is Dr. Udo Walendy's Bild 'Dokumente' fiir die 
Geschichtsschreibung? (Vlotho/Weser, 1973), and from the numerous 
examples cited we illustrate one on this page. The origin of the first 
photograph is unknown, but the second is a photomontage. Close 
examination reveals immediately that the standing figures have been 
taken from the first photograph, and a heap of corpses super-imposed in 
front of them. The fence has been removed, and an entirely new horror 
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"photograph" created. This blatant forgery appears on page 341 of R. 
Schnabel's book on the S.S., Macht ohne Moral: eine Dokumentation 
iiber die SS (Frankfurt, 1957), with the caption "Mauthausen". (Walendy 
cites eighteen other examples of forgery in Schnabel's book). The same 
photograph appeared in the Proceedings of the International Military 
Tribunal, Vol. XXX, p. 421, likewise purporting to illustrate Mauthausen 
camp. It is also illustrated without a caption in Eugene Aroneanu's 
Konzentrationlager Document F.321 for the International Court at 
Nuremberg; Heinz Kithnrich's Der KZ-Staat (Berlin, 1960, p. 81); Vaclav 
Berdych's Mauthausen (Prague, 1959); and Robert Neumann's Hitler -- 
Aufstieg und Untergang des Dritten Reiches (Munich, 1961). 


9. THE JEWS AND THE CONCENTRATION CAMPS: 
A FACTUAL APPRAISAL BY THE RED CROSS 


There is one survey of the Jewish question in Europe during World War 
Two and the conditions of Germany's concentration camps which is 
almost unique in its honesty and objectivity, the three-volume Report of 
the International Committee of the Red Cross on its Activities during the 
Second World War, Geneva, 1948. This comprehensive account from an 
entirely neutral source incorporated and expanded the findings of two 
previous works: Documents sur I'activité du CICR en faveur des civils 
detenus dans les camps de concentration en Allemagne 1939- 1945 
(Geneva, 1946), and Inter Arma Caritas: the Work of the ICRC during the 
Second World War (Geneva, 1947). The team of authors, headed by 
Frédéric Siordet, explained in the opening pages of the Report that their 
object, in the tradition of the Red Cross, had been strict political 
neutrality , and herein lies its great value. The ICRC successfully applied 
the 1929 Geneva military convention in order to gain access to civilian 
internees held in Central and Western Europe by the Germany authorities. 
By contrast, the ICRC was unable to gain any access to the Soviet Union, 
which had failed to ratify the Convention. The millions of civilian and 
military internees held in the USSR, whose conditions were known to be 
by far the worst, were completely cut off from any international contact 
or supervision. The Red Cross Report is of value in that it first clarifies 
the legitimate circumstances under which Jews were detained in 
concentration camps, i.e. as enemy aliens. In describing the two 
categories. of civilian internees, the Report distinguishes the second type 
as "Civilians deported on administrative grounds (in German, 
"Schutzhaéftlinge"), who were arrested for political or racial motives 
because their presence was considered a danger to the State or the 
occupation forces" (Vol. 111, p. 73). These persons, it continues, "were 
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placed on the same footing as persons arrested or imprisoned under 
common law for security reasons." (P.74). The Report admits that the 
Germans were at first reluctant to permit supervision by the Red Cross of 
people detained on grounds relating to security, but by the latter part of 
1942, the ICRC obtained important concessions from Germany. They 
were permitted to distribute food parcels to major concentration camps in 
Germany from August 1942, and "from February 1943 onwards this 
concession was extended to all other camps and prisons" (Vol. 111, p. 
78). The ICRC soon established contact with camp commandants and 
launched a food relief programme which continued to function until the 
last months of 1945, letters of thanks for which came pouring in from 
Jewish internees. 


RED CROSS RECIPIENTS WERE JEWS 


The Report states that "As many as 9,000 parcels were packed daily. 
From the autumn of 1943 until May 1945, about 1,112,000 parcels with a 
total weight of 4,500 tons were sent off to the concentration camps" (Vol. 
Ill, p. 80). In addition to food, these contained clothing and 
pharmaceutical supplies. "Parcels were sent to Dachau, Buchenwald, 
Sangerhausen, Sachsenhausen, Oranienburg, Flossenburg, Landsberg-am- 
Lech, Floéha, Ravensbriick, Hamburg-Neuengamme, Mauthausen, 
Theresienstadt, Auschwitz, Bergen-Belsen, to camps near Vienna and in 
Central and Southern Germany. The principal recipients were Belgians, 
Dutch, French, Greeks, Italians, Norwegians, Poles and stateless Jews" 
(Vol. Il, p. 83). In the course of the war, "The Committee was in a 
position to transfer and distribute in the form of relief supplies over 
twenty million Swiss francs collected by Jewish welfare organisations 
throughout the world, in particular by the American Joint Distribution 
Committee of New York" (Vol. I, p. 644). This latter organisation was 
permitted by the German Government to maintain offices in Berlin until 
the American entry into the war. The ICRC complained that obstruction 
of their vast relief operation for Jewish internees came not from the 
Germans but from the tight Allied blockade of Europe. Most of their 
purchases of relief food were made in Rumania, Hungary and Slovakia. 
The ICRC had special praise for the liberal conditions which prevailed at 
Theresienstadt up to the time of their last visits there in April 1945. This 
camp, "where there were about 40,000 Jews deported from various 
countries was a relatively privileged ghetto" (Vol. III, p. 75). According 
to the Report, "'The Committee's delegates were able to visit the camp at 
Theresienstadt (Terezin) which was used exclusively for Jews and was 
governed by special conditions. From information gathered by the 
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Committee, this camp had been started as an experiment by certain 
leaders of the Reich ... These men wished to give the Jews the means of 
setting up a communal life in a town under their own administration and 
possessing almost complete autonomy. . . two delegates were able to visit 
the camp on April 6th, 1945. They confirmed the favourable impression 
gained on the first visit" (Vol. I, p . 642). The ICRC also had praise for 
the regime of Ion Antonescu of Fascist Rumania where the Committee 
was able to extend special relief to 183,000 Rumanian Jews until the time 
of the Soviet occupation. The aid then ceased, and the ICRC complained 
bitterly that it never succeeded "in sending anything whatsoever to 
Russia" (Vol. Il, p. 62). The same situation applied to many of the 
German camps after their "liberation" by the Russians. The ICRC 
received a voluminous flow of mail from Auschwitz until the period of 
the Soviet occupation, when many of the internees were evacuated 
westward. But the efforts of the Red Cross to send relief to internees 
remaining at Auschwitz under Soviet control were futile. However, food 
parcels continued to be sent to former Auschwitz inmates transferred west 
to such camps as Buchenwald and Oranienburg. 


NO EVIDENCE OF GENOCIDE 


One of the most important aspects of the Red Cross Report is that it 
clarifies the true cause of those deaths that undoubtedly occurred in the 
camps toward the end of the war. Says the Report: "In the chaotic 
condition of Germany after the invasion during the final months of the 
war, the camps received no food supplies at all and starvation claimed an 
increasing number of victims. Itself alarmed by this situation, the German 
Government at last informed the ICRC on February Ist, 1945 ... In March 
1945, discussions between the President of the ICRC and General of the 
S.S. Kaltenbrunner gave even more decisive results. Relief could 
henceforth be distributed by the ICRC, and one delegate was authorised 
to stay in each camp ..." (Vol. III, p. 83). Clearly, the German authorities 
were at pains to relieve the dire situation as far as they were able. The 
Red Cross are quite explicit in stating that food supplies ceased at this 
time due to the Allied bombing of German transportation, and in the 
interests of interned Jews they had protested on March 15th, 1944 against 
"the barbarous aerial warfare of the Allies" (Inter Arma Caritas, p. 78). 
By October 2nd, 1944, the ICRC warned the German Foreign Office of 
the impending collapse of the German transportation system, declaring 
that starvation conditions for people throughout Germany were becoming 
inevitable. In dealing with this comprehensive, three-volume Report, it is 
important to stress that the delegates of the International Red Cross found 
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no evidence whatever at the camps in Axis- occupied Europe of a 
deliberate policy to exterminate the Jews. In all its 1,600 pages the Report 
does not even mention such a thing as a gas chamber. It admits that Jews, 
like many other wartime nationalities, suffered rigours and privations, but 
its complete silence on the subject of planned extermination is ample 
refutation of the Six Million legend. Like the Vatican representatives with 
whom they worked, the Red Cross found itself unable to indulge in the 
irresponsible charges of genocide which had become the order of the day. 
So far as the genuine mortality rate is concerned, the Report points out 
that most of the Jewish doctors from the camps were being used to 
combat typhus on the eastern front, so that they were unavailable when 
the typhus epidemics of 1945 broke out in the camps (Vol. I, p. 204 ff)- 
Incidentally, it is frequently claimed that mass executions were carried 
out in gas chambers cunningly disguised as shower facilities. Again the 
Report makes nonsense of this allegation. "Not only the washing places, 
but installations for baths, showers and laundry were inspected by the 
delegates. They had often to take action to have fixtures made less 
primitive, and to get them repaired or enlarged" (Vol.III, p. 594). 


NOT ALL WERE INTERNED 


Volume III of the Red Cross Report, Chapter 3 (I. Jewish Civilian 
Population) deals with the "aid given to the Jewish section of the free 
population," and this chapter makes it quite plain that by no means all of 
the European Jews were placed in internment camps, but remained, 
subject to certain restrictions, as part of the free civilian population. This 
conflicts directly with the "thoroughness" of the supposed "extermination 
programme", and with the claim in the forged Héss memoirs that 
Eichmann was obsessed with seizing "every single Jew he could lay his 
hands on." In Slovakia, for examle, where Eichmann's assistant Dieter 
Wisliceny was in charge, the Report states that "A large proportion of the 
Jewish minority had permission to stay in the country, and at certain 
periods Slovakia was looked upon as a comparative haven of refuge for 
Jews, especially for those coming from Poland. Those who remained in 
Slovakia seem to have been in comparative safety until the end of August 
1944, when a rising against the German forces took place. While it is true 
that the law of May 15th, 1942 had brought about the internment of 
several thousand Jews, these people were held in camps where the 
conditions of food and lodging were tolerable, and where the internees 
were allowed to do paid work on terms almost equal to those of the free 
labour market" (Vol. I, p. 646). Not only did large numbers of the three 
million or so European Jews avoid internment altogether, but the 
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emigration of Jews continued throughout the war, generally by way of 
Hungary, Rumania and Turkey. Ironically, post-war Jewish emigration 
from German-occupied territories was also facilitated by the Reich, as in 
the case of the Polish Jews who had escaped to France before its 
occupation. "The Jews from Poland who, whilst in France, had obtained 
entrance permits to the United States were held to be American citizens 
by the German occupying authorities, who further agreed to recognize the 
validity of about three thousand passports issued to Jews by the 
consulates of South American countries" (Vol.I, p. 645). As future U.S. 
citizens, these Jews were held at the Vittel camp in southern France for 
American aliens. The emigration of European Jews from Hungary in 
particular proceeded during the war unhindered by the German 
authorities. "Until March 1944," says the. Red Cross Report, "Jews who 
had the privilege of visas for Palestine were free to leave Hungary" (Vol. 
I, p. 648). Even after the replacement of the Horthy Government in 1944 
(following its attempted armistice with the Soviet Union) with a 
govenment more dependent on German authority, the emigration of Jews 
continued. The Committee secured the pledges of both Britain and the 
United States "to give support by every means to the emigration of Jews 
from Hungary," and from the U.S. Govermnent the ICRC received a 
message stating that "The Government of the United States ... now 
specifically repeats its assurance that arrangements will be made by it for 
the care of all Jews who in the present circumstances are allowed to 
leave" (Vol. I, p . 649). 


10. THE TRUTH AT LAST: THE WORK OF PAUL RASSINIER 


Without doubt the most important contribution to a truthful study of the 
extermination question has been the work of the French historian, 
Professor Paul Rassinier. The pre-eminent value of this work lies firstly 
in the fact that Rassinier actually experienced life in the German 
concentration camps, and also that, as a Socialist intellectual and anti- 
Nazi, nobody could be less inclined to defend Hitler and National 
Socialism. Yet, for the sake of justice and historical truth, Rassinier spent 
the remainder of his post-war years until his death in 1966 pursuing 
research which utterly refuted the Myth of the Six Million and the legend 
of Nazi diabolism. From 1933 until 1943, Rassinier was a professor of 
history in the College d'enseignement général at Belfort, Academie de 
Besancon. During the war he engaged in resistance activity until he was 
arrested by the Gestapo on October 30th, 1943, and as a result was 
confined in the German concentration camps at Buchenwald and Dora 
until 1945. At Buchenwald, toward the end of the war, he contracted 
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typhus, which so damaged his health that he could not resume his 
teaching. After the war, Rassinier was awarded the Medaille de la 
Résistance and the Reconnaisance Francaise, and was elected to the 
French Chamber of Deputies, from which he was ousted by the 
Communists in November, 1946. Rassinier then embarked on his great 
work, a systematic analysis of alleged German war atrocities, in particular 
the supposed "extermination" of the Jews. Not surprisingly, his writings 
are little known; they have rarely been translated from the French and 
none at all have appeared in English. His most important works were: Le 
Mensonge d'Ulysse (The Lies of Odysseus, Paris, 1949), an investigation 
of concentration camp conditions based on his own experiences of them; 
and Ulysse trahi par les Siens (1960), a sequel which further refuted the 
impostures of propagandists concerning German concentration camps. 
His monumental task was completed with two final volumes, Le 
Véritable Proces Eichmann (1962) and Le Drame des Juifs européen 
(1964), in which Rassinier exposes the dishonest and reckless distortions 
concerning the fate of the Jews by a careful statistical analysis. The last 
work also examines the political and financial significance of the 
extermination legend and its exploitation by Israel and the Communist 
powers. One of the many merits of Rassinier's work is exploding the 
myth of unique German "wickedness"; and he reveals with devastating 
force how historical truth has been obliterated in an impenetrable fog of 
partisan propaganda. His researches demonstrate conclusively that the 
fate of the Jews during World War Two, once freed from distortion and 
reduced to proper proportions, loses its much vaunted "enormity" and is 
seen to be only one act in a greater and much wider tragedy. In an 
extensive lecture tour in West Germany in the spring of 1960, Professor 
Rassinier emphasised to his German audiences that it was high time for a 
rebirth of the truth regarding the extermination legend, and that the 
Germans themselves should begin it since the allegation remained a 
wholly unjustifiable blot on Germany in the eyes of the world. 


THE IMPOSTURE OF 'GAS CHAMBERS' 


Rassinier entitled his first book The Lies of Odysseus in commemoration 
of the fact that travellers always return bearing tall stories, and until his 
death he investigated all the stories of extermination literature and 
attempted to trace their authors. He made short work of the extravagant 
claims about gas chambers at Buchenwald in David Rousset's The Other 
Kingdom (New York, 1947); himself an inmate of Buchenwald, Rassinier 
proved that no such things ever existed there (Le Mensonge d'Ulysse, p. 
209 ff) Rassinier also traced Abbe Jean-Paul Renard, and asked him how 
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he could possibly have testified in his book Chaines et Lumieres that gas 
chambers were in operation at Buchenwald. Renard replied that others 
had told him of their existence, and hence he had been willing to pose as 
a witness of things that he had never seen (ibid, p. 209 ff). Rassinier also 
investigated Denise Dufournier's Ravensbriick.- The Women's Camp of 
Death (London, 1948) and again found that the authoress had no other 
evidence for gas chambers there than the vague "rumours" which 
Charlotte Bormann stated were deliberately spread by communist 
political prisoners. Similar investigations were made of such books as 
Philip Friedman's This was Auschwitz: The Story of a Murder Camp 
(N.Y., 1946) and Eugen Kogon's The Theory and Practice of Hell (N.Y., 
1950), and he found that none of these authors could produce an authentic 
eye-witness of a gas chamber at Auschwitz, nor had they themselves 
actually seen one. Rassinier mentions Kogon's claim that a deceased 
former inmate, Janda Weiss, had said to Kogon alone that she had 
witnessed gas chambers at Auschwitz, but of course, since this person 
was apparently dead, Rassinier was unable to investigate the claim. He 
was able to interview Benedikt Kautsky, author of Teufel und 
Verdammte who had alleged that millions of Jews were exterminated at 
Auschwitz. However, Kautsky only confirmed to Rassinier the confession 
in his book, namely that never at any time had he seen a gas chamber, and 
that he based his information on what others had "told him". The palm for 
extermination literature is awarded by Rassinier to Miklos Nyizli's Doctor 
at Auschwitz, in which the falsification of facts, the evident 
contradictions and shameless lies show that the author is speaking of 
places which it is obvious he has never seen (Le Drame des Juifs 
européen, p. 52). According to this "doctor of Auschwitz", 25,000 victims 
were exterminated every day for four and a half years, which is a 
grandiose advance on Olga Lengyel's 24,000 a day for two and a half 
years. It would mean a total of forty-one million victims at Auschwitz by 
1945, two and a half times the total pre-war Jewish population of the 
world. When Rassinier attempted to discover the identity of this strange 
"witness", he was told that "he had died some time before the publication 
of the book." Rassinier is convinced that he was never anything but a 
mythical figure. Since the war, Rassinier has, in fact, toured Europe in 
search of somebody who was an actual eye-witness of gas chamber 
exterminations in German concentration camps during World War Two, 
but he has never found even one such person. He discovered that not one 
of the authors of the many books charging that the Germans had 
exterminated millions of Jews had even seen a gas chamber built for such 
purposes, much less seen one in operation, nor could any of these authors 
produce a living authentic witness who had done so. Invariably, former 
prisoners such as Renard, Kautsky and Kogon based their statements not 
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upon what they had actually seen, but upon what they "heard", always 
from "reliable" sources, who by some chance are almost always dead and 
thus not in a position to confirm or deny their statements. Certainly the 
most important fact to emerge from Rassinier's studies, and of which 
there is now no doubt at all, is the utter imposture of "gas chambers". 
Serious investigations carried out in the sites themselves have revealed 
with irrefutable proof that, contrary to the declarations of the surviving 
"witnesses" examined above, no gas chambers whatever existed in the 
German camps at Buchenwald, Bergen-Belsen, Ravensbriick, Dachau and 
Dora, or Mauthausen in Austria. This fact, which we noted earlier was 
attested to by Stephen Pinter of the U.S. War Office, has now been 
recognised and admitted officially by the Institute of Contemporary 
History at Munich. However, Rassinier points out that in spite of this, 
"witnesses" again declared at the Eichmann trial that they had seen 
prisoners at Bergen-Belsen setting out for the gas chambers. So far as the 
eastern camps of Poland are concerned, Rassinier shows that the sole 
evidence attesting to the existence of gas chambers at Treblinka, 
Chelmno, Belzec, Majdanek and Sobibor are the discredited memoranda 
of Kurt Gerstein referred to above. His original claim, it will be recalled 
was that an absurd 40 million people had been exterminated during the 
war, while in his first signed memorandum he reduced the number to 25 
million. Further reductions were made in his second memorandum. These 
documents were considered of such dubious authenticity that they were 
not even admitted by the Nuremberg Court, though they continue to 
circulate in three different versions, one in German (distributed in 
schools) and two in French, none of which agree with each other. The 
German version featured as "evidence" at the Eichmann Trial in 1961. 
Finally, Professor Rassinier draws attention to an important admission by 
Dr. Kubovy, director of the World Centre of Contemporary Jewish 
Documentation at Tel-Aviv, made in La Terre Retrouvée, December 
15th, 1960. Dr. Kubovy recognised that not a single order for 
extermination exists from Hitler, Himmler, Heydrich or Goring (Le 
Drame des Juifs européen, p. 31, 39). 


"SIX MILLION' FALSEHOOD REJECTED 


As for the fearful propaganda figure of the Six Million, Professor 
Rassinier rejects it on the basis of an extremely detailed statistical 
analysis. He shows that the number has been falsely established, on the 
one hand through inflation of the pre-war Jewish population by ignoring 
all emigration and evacuation, and on the other by a corresponding 
deflation of the number of survivors after 1945. This was the method 
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used by the World Jewish Congress. Rassinier also rejects any written or 
oral testimony to the Six Million given by the kind of "witnesses" cited 
above, since they are full of contradictions, exaggerations and falsehoods. 
He gives the example of Dachau casualties, noting that in 1946, Pastor 
Niemdoller reiterated Auerbach's fraudulent "238,000" deaths there, while 
in 1962 Bishop Neuhdusseler of Munich stated in a speech at Dachau that 
only 30,000 people died "of the 200,000 persons from thirty-eight nations 
who were interned there" (Le Drame des Juifs européen, p . 12). Today, 
the estimate has been reduced by several more thousands, and so it goes 
on. Rassinier concludes, too, that testimony in support of the Six Million 
given by accused men such as Hoss, Hoettl, Wisliceny and Hoellriegel, 
who were faced with the prospect of being condemned to death or with 
the hope of obtaining a reprieve, and who were frequently tortured during 
their detention, is completely untrustworthy. Rassinier finds it very 
significant that the figure of Six Million was not mentioned in court 
during the Eichmann trial. "The prosecution at the Jerusalem trial was 
considerably weakened by its central motif, the six million European 
Jews alleged to have been exterminated in gas chambers. It was an 
argument that easily won conviction the day after the war ended, amidst 
the general state of spiritual and material chaos. Today, many documents 
have been published which were not available at the time of the 
Nuremberg trials, and which tend to prove that if the Jewish nationals 
were wronged and persecuted by the Hitler regime, there could not 
possibly have been six millions victims" (ibid, p. 125). With the help of 
one hundred pages of cross-checked statistics, Professor Rassinier 
concludes in Le Drame des Juifs européen that the number of Jewish 
casualties during the Second World War could not have exceeded 
1,200,000, and he notes that this has finally been accepted as valid by the 
World Centre of Contemporary Jewish Documentation at Paris. However, 
he regards such a figure as a maximum limit, and refers to the lower 
estimate of 896,892 casualties in a study of the same problem by the 
Jewish statistician Raul Hilberg. Rassinier points out that the State of 
Israel nevertheless continues to claim compensation for six million dead, 
each one representing an indemnity of 5,000 marks. 


EMIGRATION: THE FINAL SOLUTION 


Prof. Rassinier is emphatic in stating that the German Government never 
had any policy other than the emigration of Jews overseas. He shows that 
after the promulgation of the Nuremberg Race Laws in September 1935, 
the Germans negotiated with the British for the transfer of German Jews 
to Palestine on the basis of the Balfour Declaration. When this failed, 
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they asked other countries to take charge of them, but these refused (ibid, 
p. 20). The Palestine project was revived in 1938, but broke down 
because Germany could not negotiate their departure on the basis of 
3,000,000 marks, as demanded by Britain, without some agreement for 
compensation. Despite these difficulties, Germany did manage to secure 
the emigration of the majority of their Jews, mostly to the United States. 
Rassinier also refers to the French refusal of Germany's Madagascar plan 
at the end of 1940. "In a report of the 21st August, 1942, the Secretary of 
State for the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Third Reich, Luther, 
decided that it would be possible to negotiate with France in this direction 
and described conversations which had taken place between July and 
December 1940, and which were brought to a halt following the interview 
with Montoire on 13th December 1940 by Pierre-Etienne Flandin, Laval's 
successor. During the whole of 1941 the Germans hoped that they would 
be able to re-open these negotiations and bring them to a happy 
conclusion" (ibid, p . 108). After the outbreak of war, the Jews, who, as 
Rassinier reminds us, had declared economic and financial war on 
Germany as early as 1933, were interned in concentration camps, "which 
is the way countries all over the world treat enemy aliens in time of war 
... It was decided to regroup them and put them to work in one immense 
ghetto which, after the successful invasion of Russia, was situated toward 
the end of 1941 in the so-called Eastern territories near the former frontier 
between Russia and Poland: at Auschwitz, Chelmno, Belzec, Majdanek, 
Treblinka etc ... There they were to wait until the end of the war for the 
re-opening of international discussions which would decide their future" 
(Le Véritable Proces Eichmann, p. 20). The order for this concentration in 
the eastern ghetto was given by Goring to Heydrich, as noted earlier, and 
it was regarded as a prelude to "the desired final solution," their 
emigration overseas after the war had ended. 


ENORMOUS FRAUD 


Of great concern to Professor Rassinier is the way in which the 
extermination legend is deliberately exploited for political and financial 
advantage, and in this he finds Israel and the Soviet Union to be in 
concert. He notes how, after 1950, an avalanche of fabricated 
extermination literature appeared under the stamp of two organisations, 
so remarkably synchronised in their activities that one might well believe 
them to have been contrived in partnership. One was the "Committee for 
the Investigation of War Crimes and Criminals" established under 
Communist auspices at Warsaw, and the other, the "World Centre of 
Contemporary Jewish Documentation" at Paris and Tel-Aviv. Their 


67 


publications seem to appear at favourable moments in the political 
climate, and for the Soviet Union their purpose is simply to maintain the 
threat of Nazism as a manoeuvre to divert attention from their own 
activities. As for Israel, Rassinier sees the myth of the Six Million as 
inspired by a purely material problem. In Le Drame des Juifs européen 
(P. 31, 39). he writes: " ... It is simply a question of justifying by a 
proportionate number of corpses the enormous subsidies which Germany 
has been paying annually since the end of the war to the State of Israel by 
way of reparation for injuries which moreover she cannot be held to have 
caused her either morally or legally, since there was no State of Israel at 
the time the alleged deeds took place; thus it is a purely and contemptibly 
material problem. "Perhaps I may be allowed to recall here that the State 
of Israel was only founded in May 1948 and that the Jews were nationals 
of all states with the exception of Israel, in order to underline the 
dimensions of a fraud which defies description in any language; on the 
one hand Germany pays to Israel sums which are calculated on six 
million dead, and on the other, since at least four-fifths of these six 
million were decidedly alive at the end of the war, she is paying 
substantial sums by way of reparation to the victims of Hitler's Germany 
to those who are still alive in countries all over the world other than Israel 
and to the rightful claimants of those who have since deceased, which 
means that for the former (i.e. the six million), or in other words, for the 
vast majority, she is paying twice." 


CONCLUSION 


Here we may briefly summarise the data on Jewish war- time casualties. 
Contrary to the figure of over 9 million Jews in German- occupied 
territory put forward at the Nuremberg and Eichmann trials, it has already 
been estabhshed that after extensive emigration, approximately 3 million 
were living in Europe, excluding the Soviet Union. Even when the Jews 
of German-occupied Russia are included (the majority of Russian Jews 
were evacuated beyond German control), the overall number probably 
does not exceed four million. Himmler's statistician, Dr. Richard Korherr 
and the World Centre of Contemporary Jewish Documentation put the 
number respectively at 5,550,000 and 5,294,000 when German- occupied 
territory was at its widest, but both these figures include the two million 
Jews of the Baltic and western Russia without paying any attention to the 
large number of these who were evacuated. However, it is at least an 
admission from the latter organisation that there were not even six million 
Jews in Europe and western Russia combined. Nothing better illustrates 
the declining plausibility of the Six Million legend than the fact that the 
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prosecution at the Eichmann trial deliberately avoided mentioning the 
figure. Moreover, official Jewish estimates of the casualties are being 
quietly revised downwards. Our analysis of the population and emigration 
Statistics, as well as the studies by the Swiss Baseler Nachrichten and 
Professor Rassinier, demonstrate that it would have been simply 
impossible for the number of Jewish casualties to have exceeded a limit 
of one and a half million. It is very significant, therefore, that the World 
Centre of Contemporary Jewish Documentation in Paris now states that 
only 1,485,292 Jews died from all causes during the Second World War, 
and although this figure is certainly too high, at least it bears no 
resemblance at all to the legendary Six Million. As has been noted earlier, 
the Jewish statistician Raul Hilberg estimates an even lower figure of 
896,892. This is beginning to approach a realistic figure, and the process 
of revision is certain to continue. Doubtless, several thousand Jewish 
persons did die in the course of the Second World War, but this must be 
seen in the context of a war that cost many millions of innocent victims 
on all sides. To put the matter in perspective, for example, we may point 
out that 700,000 Russian civilians died during the siege of Leningrad, and 
a total of 2,050,000 German civilians were killed in Allied air raids and 
forced repatriation after the war. In 1955, another neutral Swiss source, 
Die Tat of Zurich (January 19th, 1955), in a survey of all Second World 
War casualties based on figures of the International Red Cross, put the 
"Loss of victims of persecution because of politics, race or religion who 
died in prisons and concentration camps between 1939 and 1945" at 
300,000, not all of whom were Jews, and this figure seems the most 
accurate assessment. 


IMAGINARY SLAUGHTER 


The question most pertinent to the extermination legend is, of course: 
how many of the 3 million European Jews under German control 
survived after 1945? The Jewish Joint Distribution Committee estimated 
the number of survivors in Europe to be only one and a half million, but 
such a figure is now totally unacceptable. This is proved by the growing 
number of Jews claiming compensation from the West German 
Government for having allegedly suffered between 1939 and 1945. By 
1965, the number of these claimants registered with the West German 
Government had tripled in ten years and reached 3,375,000 (Aufbau, June 
30th, 1965). Nothing could be a more devastating proof of the brazen 
fantasy of the Six Million. Most of these claimants are Jews, so there can 
be no doubt that the majority of the 3 million Jews who experienced the 
Nazi occupation of Europe are, in fact, very much alive. It is a resounding 
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confirmation of the fact that Jewish casualties during the Second World 
War can only be estimated at a figure in thousands. Surely this is enough 
grief for the Jewish people? Who has the right to compound it with vast 
imaginary slaughter, marking with eternal shame a great European nation, 
as well as wringing fraudulent monetary compensation from them? 
RICHARD HARWOOD is a writer and specialist in political and 
diplomatic aspects of the Second World War. At present he is with the 
University of London. Mr. Harwood turned to the vexed subject of war 
crimes under the influence of Professor Paul Rassineir, to whose 
monumental work this little volume is greatly indebted. The author is 
now working on a sequel in this series on the Main Nuremberg Trial, 
1945 -1946. 


COMMENTS ABOUT DID SIX MILLION REALLY DIE ? 


Dr. Kuang Fann, Professor of Philosophy at York University of Canada, 
formerly China: "The whole pamphlet ... obviously should be classified 
as a political opinion .. ." 


Ditlieb Felderer, Historical Researcher, Writer, Sweden: "... the booklet 
has proven to be more true as the years have gone by, and it is 
exterminationists who are coming now to start arguing like Harwood did 
when the booklet was first published, so the exterminationists are moving 
... toward the booklet more and more." 


Dr. Robert Faurisson, Expert of Ancient Texts and Documents, Lyon 
University: "The thesis of the book is that it's not true that six million 
Jews died, and it is not true that there was an extermination plan, and it is 
not true that there were gas chambers. What I find right is, first, the title. 
The title is good. Did Six Million Really Die?" That's really the problem 
.. This man, Richard Harwood, brought plenty of information for the 
layman in '74. He said in '74 that there were no order(s) from Hitler to 
exterminate the Jews. Three years after, when David Irving said it, it was 
an uproar, so it was really new and true. We know it now in 1988 ... this 
... Was SO important that when it was published in France, the man who 
distributed (it was) murdered ... Francoise Duprat. We don't know who 
exactly did that, but the interesting point is, first, that it has been done by 
people very clever in those kind of bomb handling, and what was 
published in the journal Le Monde after was interesting. This murder was 
revindicated by a so-called "Memory of Auschwitz" organization. It was 
justified by a man called Patrick Chairoff - saying that Francoise Duprat, 
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in distributing this kind of pamphlet, had taken a responsibility which 
kills." 


David Irving,British Historian, author of over 30 books on WW II and its 
aftermath: "... I read it with great interest and I must say that I was 
surprised by the quality of the arguments that it represented. It has 
obvious flaws. It uses sources that I personally would not use. In fact, the 
entire body of sources is different. This is based entirely on secondary 
literature, books by other people, including some experts, whereas I use 
no books. I use just the archives. But independently, the author of this 
came to conclusions and asked questions of a logical nature which I had 
arrived at by an entirely different route, so to speak... And if I was to ask 
what is the value of a brochure like this, I think it is that it provokes 
people to ask questions, rather as my book on Hitler's War provoked the 
historians... This is the kind of value which I found this brochure to have. 
It was asking proper questions on the basis of an entirely different set of 
sources." 


Mark Weber, American Historian, Author: "I believe that the thesis of the 
booklet is accurate... that there was no German policy or program to 
exterminate the Jews during the Second World War... The booklet is a 
journalistic or a polemic account that is designed to convince people, and 
it does not purport to be a work that can be held up to the same standards 
of rigid scrutiny that a scholarly work and a detailed work by someone 
who is a historian normally would be. . its main value lies in encouraging 
further discussion and thought and debate on the subject it raises." 


" 


Colin Wilson, well known British author: ". . . I received in the post a 
pamphlet... entitled Did Six Million Really Die? I must admit that it has 
left me thoroughly bewildered. What Harwood says, briefly, is that Hitler 
had no reason to murder Jews when he needed them for forced labor... it 
is worth asking the question: Did the Nazis really exterminate six million 
Jews? Or is this another sign of the emotional historical distortion that 
makes nearly all the books on Hitler so far almost worthless?. . . Is there, 
then, any reason why we should be afraid to dig down until we get at the 
truth?" 
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WHAT'S WRONG WITH DID SIX MILLION REALLY DIE ? 


After 10 years of wrangling, what follows is the essence of what was 
found wrong with the pamphlet by the prosecution witnesses. In italics 
are the primary parts of the pamphlet disputed by the prosecution 
followed by evidence given by expert witnesses on both sides. 1. By 
1939, the great majority of German Jews had emigrated, all of them with 
a sizeable proportion of their assets. Never at any time had the Nazi 
leadership even contemplated a policy of genocide towards them... Had 
Hitler cherished any intention of exterminating the Jews, it is 
inconceivable that he would have allowed more than 800,000 to leave 
Reich territory with the bulk of their wealth ... (p. 5,6) 


Prosecution historian Christopher Browning's opinion was that slightly 
over half of German Jews emigrated by 1939. Browning testified that the 
figure 800,000 was an exaggeration; by 1941, the total of Jews who had 
left Germany, Austria and the Protectorates was 530,000. Because of 
measures taken against them, it was false to say they left with a "sizeable 
proportion" of their assets. Browning admitted under cross-examination, 
however, that he was not a demographer nor a statistition and that any 
population statistics concerning Jews could only be estimates. He also 
admitted that he could not give a precise percentage or even proportion of 
their assets Jews left with. He only knew that considerable efforts were 
made to prevent property getting out. 


2. The founder of political Zionism in the 19th century, Theodore Herz], 
in his work The Jewish State, had originally conceived of Madagascar as 
a national homeland for the Jews, and this possibility was seriously 
studied by the Nazis. It had been a main plank of the National Socialist 
party platform before 1933 and was published by the party in pamphlet 
form. (p.5) 


Browning testified it was not a plank of the Nazi Party platform before 
1933 that the Jews go to Madagascar as a national homeland. The first 
time a Nazi leader mentioned Madagascar was 1938. The first time there 
was a plan for madagascar was 1940. 


3. The fall of France in 1940 enabled the German Government to open 
serious negotiations with the French for the transfer of European Jews to 
Madagascar. A memorandum of August, 1942 from Luther, Secretary-of- 
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State in the German Foreign Office, reveals that he had conducted these 
negotiations between July and December 1940, when they were 
terminated by the French. (p.7) 


Browning testified that there were no such negotiations with the French. 
The Madagascar Plan failed because of continuing British control of the 
high seas. 


4. Reitlinger and Poliakov both make the entirely unfounded supposition 
that because the Madagascar Plan had been shelved, the Germans must 
necessarily have been thinking of "extermination". Only a month later, 
however, on March 7th, 1942, Goebbels wrote a memorandum in favour 
of the Madagascar Plan as a "final solution" of the Jewish question 
(Manvell and Frankl, Dr. Goebbels, London, 1960, p. 165). In the 
meantime he approved of the Jews being "concentrated in the East". Later 
Goebbels memoranda also stress deportation to the East (i.e. the 
Government-General of Poland) and lay emphasis on the need for 
compulsory labor there; once the policy of evacuation to the East had 
been inaugurated, the use of Jewish labor became a fundamental part of 
the operation. (p.7) 


Browning said that Goebbels did not write a "memorandum", he wrote a 
"diary entry." Goebbels did not lay emphasis on the need for compulsory 
labor but said exactly the opposite; for example, on March 27, 1942, he 
wrote that 60% of the Jews will have to be liquidated and 40% used for 
forced labor. Browning admitted he had never checked the authenticity of 
the original Goebbels diaries but had accepted the commercial printed 
version. Historian Weber testified there was great doubt about the 
authenticity of the entire Goebbels diaries because they were typewritten. 
There was therefore no way to verify their authenticity. The U.S. 
Government itself indicated that it would take no responsibility for the 
accuracy of the diaries: the original clothbound edition contained a U.S. 
Government statement that it "neither warrants nor disclaims the 
authenticity of the manuscript". Browning relied on other documents such 
as the Seraphim report to show that the Germans did not put priority on 
using Jews for labor. Historian Weber disagreed with this opinion. In his 
view, the Jews were a valuable source of labor for the Germans; Himmler 
himself ordered that concentration camp inmates be used as extensively 
as possible in war production. 
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5. Statistics relating to Jewish populations are not everywhere known in 
precise detail, approximations for various countries differing widely, and 
it is also unknown exactly how many Jews were deported and interned at 
any one time between the years 1939-1945. In general, however, what 
reliable statistics there are, especially those relating to emigration, are 
sufficient to show that not a fraction of six million Jews could have been 
exterminated. (p.7) 


Browning testified that contemporary German statistical studies showed 
that there were enough Jews in Europe to exterminate 6 million of them. 
These studies were: (a) the Burgd6rfer Study (estimated that there were 
about 10.72 million Jews in Europe); (b) Madagascar Plan (4 million 
Jews under German control in 1940); (c) Wannsee conference protocol 
(11 million Jews). In Browning's opinion, even the German studies done 
at the time showed in the area of 10 million Jews under German control 
in Europe. Therefore, 6 million could have been exterminated. He 
admitted, again, that he was not a demographer or a statistician and that 
the problem of changing borders and the various definitions of "Jew" 
made any conclusions in this area difficult to the point that they could 
only be estimates. 


6. According to Chambers Encyclopaedia the total number of Jews living 
in pre-war Europe was 6,500,000. (p.7) 


Chambers Encyclopedia dealt only with the total number of Jews living 
ont he continent of Europe apart from Russia, not the total number living 
in pre-war Europe as stated by the pamphlet. 


7. In addition to the German Jews, 220,000 of the total 280,000 Austrian 
Jews had emigrated by September, 1939, while from March 1939 
onwards the Institute for Jewish Emigration in Prague had secured the 
emigration of 260,000 Jews from former Czechoslovakia. In all, only 
360,000 Jews remained in Germany, Austria and Czechoslovakia after 
September 1939. (p.7,8) 


These numbers did not accord with the German studies done at the time, 
Browning testified. A comparison with the Wannsee Conference protocol 
Statistics showed that 360,000 Jews had emigrated from Germany; 
147,000 had emigrated from Austria; 30,000 had emigrated from the 
Protectorate. These figures were all much lower than Harwood's figures. 
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8. In addition to these emigrants, we must also include the number of 
Jews who fled to the Soviet Union after 1939, and who were later 
evacuated beyond reach of the German invaders. It will be shown below 
that the majority of these, about 1,250,000, were migrants from Poland. 
But apart from Poland, Reitlinger admits that 300,000 other European 
Jews slipped into Soviet territory between 1939 and 1941. This brings the 
total of Jewish emigrants to the Soviet Union to about 1,550,000. (p.8) 


Browning testified that the reference to Reitlinger was a mis-cite; 
Reitlinger said that 300,000 Polish Jews in total fled to the Soviet Union, 
not "other European Jews" as stated by Harwood. The figure of 1,250,000 
given by Harwood was therefore 5 times too high. 


9. The 1931 Jewish population census for Poland put the number of Jews 
at 2,732,600 (Reitlinger, Die Endlésung, p. 36). (p.8) 


Hilberg testified that this was wrong; in fact, the figure of 2,732,600 
came from a census taken in the 1920s. 


10. When the Jewish populations of Holland (140,000), Belgium 
(40,000), Italy (50,000), Yugoslavia (55,000), Hungary (380,000) and 
Roumania (725,000) are included, the figure does not much exceed 3 
million. (p.8) 


These statistics were not in accord with the Nazis' own statistics, said 
Browning. For example, the German statistics for 1942 listed the Jewish 
population of Hungary at 743,800. German records of the deportations 
from Hungary showed more Jews were deported than the number given 
by Harwood as the Jewish population of Hungary. 


11. So far as is known, the first accusation against the Germans of the 
mass murder of Jews in war-time Europe was made by the Polish Jew 
Rafael Lemkin in his book Axis Rule in Occupied Europe, published in 
New York in 1943. (p.9) 


The first accusation of mass murder of the Jews was made on December 
17, 1942 by the Allies in a Joint Declaration. Lemkin, as far as Browning 
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knew, never used the 6 million figure in his book. Weber pointed out this 
mistake made no difference to the substance of the thesis of the pamphlet. 


12. Gerstein's sister was congenitally insane and died by euthenasia, 
which may well suggest a streak of mental instability in Gerstein 
himself... Gerstein's fantastic exaggerations have done little but discredit 
the whole notion of mass extermination. Indeed, Evangelical Bishop 
Wilhelm Dibelius of Berlin) denounced his memoranda as 
"Untrustworthy" (p.9) 


It was not Gerstein's sister, but his sister-in-law, who was killed in the 
euthenasia program. Dibelius in fact stated that he was convinced of the 
trustworthiness of Gerstein, the opposite of what Harwood had written. 
However, Hilberg admitted that he would not characterize Gerstein as 
being totally rational and that there was no question that he was capable 
of adding imagination to fact. Browning acknowledged there were 
"problems" with Gerstein's testimony; his obvious exaggerations resulted 
because he was "traumatized" by his experiences, said Browning. 


13. It should be emphasised straight away that there is not a single 
document in existence which proves that the Germans intended to, or 
carried out, the deliberate murder of Jews. (p.10) 


In Browning's opinion, there were such documents, including the Hans 
Frank diary, the Wannsee Conference protocol, and the 1943 Posen 
speech of Himmler. Historian Robert Faurisson pointed out that if these 
documents "proved" the existence of a deliberate plan to murder the Jews, 
there would be no debate between the ‘"functionalists" and 
"intentionalists" in the Holocaust academic circles. This debate in and of 
itself showed that no proof of a deliberate plan existed. Hilberg had 
testified in the 1985 Ziindel trial that there were two oral orders from 
Hitler for the extermination of the Jews. He denied that he had changed 
this view in his then forthcoming second edition of his book The 
Destruction of the European Jews, which was to be published shortly 
thereafter. In 1988, Hilberg refused to testify at the second Ziindel trial, 
citing in a confidential letter to the prosecutor that he had "grave doubts" 
about testifying again; 'the defence,’ he wrote, '... would ... make every 
attempt to entrap me by pointing to any seeming contradiction, however 
trivial the subject might be, between my earlier testimony and an answer 
that I might give in 1988." Browning admitted in his testimony that 
Hilberg had made a "significant" change regarding the role of Hitler in 
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the decision-making process between his first edition and the second 
edition, published in 1985. In an article entitled "The Revised Hilberg", 
Browning wrote that in his second edition, Hilberg had "systematically 
excised" all references in the text to a Hitler decision or a Hitler order for 
the "Final Solution". In the new edition, wrote Browning, "decisions were 
not made and orders were not given". 


14. Attempts to find "veiled allusions" to genocide in speeches like that 
of Himmler's to his S.S. Obergruppenfiihrers at Posen in 1943 are 
likewise quite hopeless. (p.11) 


Browning testified that the Posen speech contained explicit references to 
exterminating the Jews. Historian David Irving testified, however, that 
those portions of the original manuscript of the Posen speech which dealt 
with "extermination" had been tampered with; they were written in a 
different typescript using different carbon paper and were numbered in 
pencil. Irving also pointed out that the Israelis had Himmler's private 
diary but refused to allow any historians to have access to it. If Himmler's 
diary supported the "Holocaust", Irving said, the Israelis would be the 
first to release it. 


15. Most incredible of all, perhaps, was the fact that defence lawyers at 
Nuremberg were not permitted to cross-examine prosecution witnesses. 


(p.12) 


Hilberg testified that defense lawyers were allowed to cross-examine 
witnesses at Nuremberg. Weber testified that many affidavits were 
entered into evidence, however, upon which no cross-examination was 
possible. 


16. The Soviet charge that the Action Groups had wantonly exterminated 
a million Jews during their operations has been shown subsequently to be 
a massive falsification. In fact, there had never been the slightest 
statistical basis for the figure. (p.14) 


Browning testified that on the basis of the Einsatzgruppen reports and the 
works of other historians that at least 1 million Jews were killed by the 
Einsatztruppen. Historian Weber testified, however, that in the major 
work on the Einsatztruppen, Die Truppe des Weltanschauungskrieges, the 
two authors calculated that if all the figures in the Einsatztruppen reports 


77 


were added up, there would be a total of 2.2 million Jewish dead. The 
authors admitted this was impossible and conceded that the 
Einsatztruppen report figures were exaggerated. In Weber's opinion, the 
figure of about 1 million was not believable because it was known that 
the great majority of Jews fled or were evacuated from the eastern 
territories before the German invasion in 1941. 


17. Thus between July and October 1942, over three quarters of the 
Warsaw Ghetto's inhabitants were peacefully evacuated and transported, 
supervised by the Jewish police themselves... A total, however, of 56,065 
inhabitants were captured and peacefully resettled in the area of the 
Government-General. (p. 19) 


Browning stated that reports of the Warsaw Ghetto clearing indicated it 
was done brutally and not "peacefully" as alleged by Harwood. In 
Browning's opinion, they were not resettled but taken to Treblinka and 
Majdanek and either gassed or shot. Historian Mark Weber testified that 
the record as to what happened to these Jews was still unclear. In Weber's 
opinion, Treblinka and Majdanek were simply concentration and/or 
transit camps. 


18. Of course, no Jew would ever be found who claimed to have been a 
member of this gruesome "special detachment", so that the whole issue is 
left conveniently unprovable. It is worth repeating that no living, 
authentic eye-witness to these events has ever been produced. (p.20) 


One of Browning's main differences with the pamphlet was that it denied 
the existence of the homcidal gas chambers for the purpose of killing 
Jews. He testified Jews had come forward claiming to be members of the 
Sonderkommando, such as Filip Mueller, whose accounts he found to be 
"moving". Browning admitted under cross-examination, however, that he 
had never seen a technical plan that purported to be either a gas chamber 
or gas van. He had never enquired about cremation processes or how 
much heat or how long it took to cremate a human body. Browning had 
not looked at the aereal photographs taken by the Allies of Auschwitz 
during the war except for one on the wall of Yad Vashem. Neither 
Browning nor Hilberg knew of any autopsy report showing that any camp 
inmate was killed by Zyklon B. Hilberg and Browning visited the 
concentration camps only for the purpose of looking at memorials or as 
members of Holocaust Commissions. Witnesses Leuchter and Roth gave 
evidence which showed that samples taken from the walls and floor of the 
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alleged "gas chambers" at Auschwitz and Birkenau showed either no 
traces or only minute traces of cyanide, while the walls of a known 
fumigation chamber at Birkenau which had used Zyklon B had over 1000 
times as much traceable cyanide. In Leuchter's opinion, as an expert in 
gas chamber technology, the alleged homicidal gas chambers at 
Auschwitz, Birkenau and Majdanek were incapable of being used as gas 
chambers for the killing of human beings because of their structure, 
including such factors as lack of exhaust systems, stacking and sealants. 
Ivan Lagace, a cremation expert, testified that in modern crematories it 
took a minimum of | 1/2 hours to cremate a human body in one retort; he 
termed "ludicrous" the extermination claim that over 4.400 bodies were 
cremated in 46 retorts at Birkenau per day. With respect to the veracity of 
"eyewitness" testimony, Weber testified that Yad Vashem had admitted 
that over half of the "survivor" accounts on record there were unreliable 
as many had "let their imagination run away with them." Historian 
Faurisson quoted from the Jewish writer Michel de Bouard, who admitted 
in 1986 that "the record is rotten to the core" with obstinately repeated 
"fantasies' and inaccuracies. 


19. Of course, no Jew would ever be found who claimed to have been a 
member of this gruesome "special detachment", so that the whole issue is 
left conveniently unprovable. It is worth repeating that no living, 
authentic eye-witness to these events has ever been produced. (p.20) 


Browning believed Eichmann to be the highest central figure in the plan 
to exterminate the Jews who survived the war and testified. Eichmann 
testified that Heydrich told him that Hitler had ordered the extermination 
of the Jews of Europe. Browning admitted, however, that Eichmann had 
"more than a little trouble" in sorting out events in his mind. In historian 
Irving's opinion Eichmann was on trial and under considerable physical 
and mental coercion; such testimony did not advance historical 
knowledge but polluted it. 


20... only seven years after its initial publication, a New York Supreme 
Court case established that the book was a hoax. . . It established that the 
Jewish novelist Meyer Levin had written the dialogue of the "diary" and 
was demanding payment for his work in a court action against Otto 
Frank. (p.21) 


This was not true; in fact Levin had sued for payment for writing a play 
based on the diary itself. Faurisson and Irving testified that other proof 
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existed, however, that the diary's authenticity was suspect. Expert 
examinations of the original diary by graphologists and West German 
criminal laboratories showed that one person had written the diary and 
part of it was written in ball-point pen ink, which only came into use in 
the 1950s. Faurisson believed the diary was written by Otto Frank, the 
father of Anne Frank. 


21. As a result, eastern camps in the Russian zone of occupation such as 
Auschwitz and Treblinka gradually came to the fore as horrific centres of 
extermination (though no one was permitted to see them), and this 
tendency has lasted to the present day. (p.23) 


Browning testified that it was false to say no one was permitted to see the 
camps in the Soviet zone. He cited a New York Times article by 
journalist W. Lawrence of a tour of Majdanek given to journalists by the 
Soviets in 1944. Browning admitted that the article had significant errors 
regarding the numbers of people who allegedly died there and how 
Zyklon B worked. Historian Weber testified that Western Allied 
investigators were not allowed to investigate concentration camps in the 
Soviet zone of occupation after the war. The visit to Majdanek by 
newspaper reporters was a guided tour by the Soviets for propaganda 
purposes; it was not an investigation by any specialized person. 


22. Finally, Professor Rassinier draws attention to an important admission 
by Dr. Kubovy, director of the World Centre of Contemporary Jewish 
Documentation at Tel-Aviv, made in La Terre Retrouvée, December 
15th, 1960. Dr. Kubovy recognised that not a single order for 
extermination exists from Hitler, Himmler, Heydrich or Goring (Le 
Drame des Juifs européen, p. 31, 39).(p.29) 


Browning had never heard of Kubovy or the World Centre of 
Contemporary Jewish Documentation. But both Faurisson and Irving 
knew of Kubovy and Irving had cited Kubovy's quote from La Terre 
Retrouvee in his book, Hitler's War. 


23. However, {Rassinier} regards such a figure as a maximum limit, and 
refers to the lower estimate of 896,892 casualties in a study of the same 
problem by the Jewish statistician Raul Hilberg. (p.29) 
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Hilberg testified that he was not a statistician and had never given an 
estimate of 896,892. His own calculation in fact was over 5 million. 
Weber testified that Harwood had taken this information from Paul 
Rassinier's books; the original mistake was therefore Rassinier's and not 
Harwood's. 


24. ... Professor Rassinier concludes ... that the number of Jewish 
casualties during the Second World War could not have exceeded 
1,200,000, and he notes that this has finally been accepted as valid by the 
World Centre of Contemporary Jewish Documentation at Paris. (p.29) 


Hilberg testified he had never heard of this Centre or the figure cited by 
Harwood. 


25. RICHARD HARWOOD is a writer and specialist in political and 
diplomatic aspects of the Second World War. At present he is with the 
University of London. (p.30) 


Historian Weber testified that the author of the pamphlet was a man 
named Richard Verrall, who had used the pseudonym "Richard 
Harwood". Verrall was a graduate of the University of London with High 
Honours; he was a writer and had a specialized interest in political and 
diplomatic aspects of the Second World War. Verrall relied upon 
secondary sources published in the 1950s and 1960s in writing the 
pamphlet, which was published in 1974. Most errors made by the author 
were errors originally made by Paul Rassinier, the pioneer revisionist 
historian, whose works Verrall had relied upon heavily. 
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PREFACE 


BY MEANS OF TERROR 


Leyba Davidovich Trotsky, whose real name was David Bronstein, said: “We must turn 
Russia into a desert populated by white negroes upon whom we shall impose a tyranny such as the 
most terrible Eastern despots never dreamt of. The only difference is that this will be a left-wing 
tyranny, not a right-wing tyranny. It will be a red tyranny and not a white one. 


“We mean the word ‘red’ literally, because we shall shed such floods of blood as will make 
all the human losses suffered in the capitalist wars quake and pale by comparison. The biggest 
bankers across the ocean will work in the closest possible contact with us. If we win the revolution, 
we shall establish the power of Zionism upon the wreckage of the revolution's funeral, and we shall 
became a power before which the whole world will sink to its knees. We shall show what real 
power is. By means of terror and bloodbaths, we shall reduce the Russian intelligentsia to a state of 
complete stupefaction and idiocy and to an animal existence... At the moment, our young men in 
their leather jackets, who are the sons of watchmakers from Odessa, Orsha, Gomel and Vinnitsa, 
know how to hate everything Russian! What pleasure they take in physically destroying the Russian 
intelligentsia - officers, academics and writers!...” 


Taken from the “Memoirs” of Aron Simanovich, a jeweller at the court of the Tsar's 
Imperial Majesty. 


From the newspaper “Russkoye slovo”, No. 1. 


THE FOUNDATIONS OF ZIONISM 


Zionism! How much meaning there lies within this one word! Pain and hatred, power and 
craftiness, refinement and cruelty, hope and self-importance, arrogance and contempt, good 
organization and stability. 


What is Zionism? And why does it give rise to such contradictory emotions, depending on 
whether the person is a Zionist or, because he is subjected to the effects of Zionism, knows what it 
is like to experience it and thus has some understanding of what it consists of? Let us try to look 
into these questions. 


Let us state at the outset that, in using the term “Zionism”, we are referring not merely to the 
political tendency which officially took shape at the end of the 19th century, but also to the ideology 
upon which that tendency is based and which existed long before the founders of modern Zionism 
(Hess in 1862, Pinsker in 1882, Herzl in 1896, Ahad Ha-'Am in 1902, Jabotinsky in 1906) 
published their views in the press. This ideology has led to Zionism being practised through the 
centuries and is still menacingly active today. Today there is no end to this activity in sight. 


The foundations of Zionism were formulated in ancient times, some three thousand years 
ago, and they are: 


1. The Jews are God's chosen people. 
2. All other peoples are merely two-legged animals (goys). 
3. The Jews have both the right and the obligation to rule the world. 


The second and third points of this three-in-one formula actually follow from the first. The 
formula, which was the brainchild of an undoubtedly talented politician, was among the foundations 
of the religion of Judaism (see the book of Deuteronomy in the Old Testament). At that time people 
understood very well that if one is to lend force to one's intentions, one must express them as 
religious ideas. And one must also strengthen not only the religion but also its influence on people. 


Another reason why this villainous formula is a stroke of genius is that, irrespective of 
religion, it is a most powerful way of influencing a person who believes that he belongs to the 
Jewish people. The only point is that if - as has been possible in recent times - he does not believe in 
religion, then the words “God's chosen people” are replaced by “the people chosen by nature” or 
simply by “the chosen people”. This is because nationalism forms the basis of this formula. And if 
someone's opinions have not yet become firmly fixed, it is so easy, merely by a little application, to 
convince him that he is a member of what, in terms of intelligence, talent, audacity, etc., is the best 
of all nations, and that no other nation is fit to hold a candle to that one nation. In recent times, this 
task of persuasion has even been accomplished with people whose opinions had previously become 
firmly fixed in another direction. 


We are not going to refute this formula: it is impossible to persuade Zionists to change their 
views, because this formula was instilled into them in early childhood, and the Gentile nations do 
not of course agree with the idea that they are two-legged animals, even if they have been led to 
believe that the Jews are the “chosen” people and have the ability and the right to rule the world. 
The only people who need a refutation of this formula are those who regard themselves as Jews but 
are at the same time not convinced Zionists. But we do hope that the observations that follow will 
be useful to such people too. As we shall show below, there do not appear to be very many such 
people - however unfortunate that fact may be. 
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Another point is that the power of this formula lies in that it legitimizes and sanctifies the 
idea of robbing other nations. Why need we care about two-legged animals? If we are the chosen 
people and it is our inalienable right, and even our duty, to rule other peoples, then God himself 
ordered us to grow rich at their expense, as the saying goes. In this way nationalism is placed on a 
material basis. Rob and rule! Rule and rob! Money and power! From the time the above-mentioned 
formula begins to operate, this becomes both a means and an end, but it nevertheless also becomes a 
more important means, a means for attaining the main objective contained in the third item of the 
formula: the Jews must have, and will have, undivided, absolute power over the whole world. The 
only point is that the money and the power, but particularly the power, will be achieved 
soundlessly, without attracting attention, and without occupying the leading rdles until the very end. 


THE PATH TOWARDS ACHIEVING POWER 
OVER THE WORLD 


It appears fantastic that anyone should have possessed the audacity to originate the plan of 
achieving, with the use of such a small force, a goal which has so far been achieved by no one, 
namely power over the world. It seems impossible firstly to calculate the strategy and tactics of the 
task of achieving this goal, secondly to ensure the steadiness of the movement, and thirdly to 
preserve the organizational integrity of those striving to accomplish the plan. After all, there were 
still centuries to come! 


Of course, the audacity involved is colossal. But, firstly, although the originator of the plan 
did not hope to achieve the objective rapidly, he hardly supposed that its accomplishment would be 
so long delayed. Secondly, the methodical principle used in pursuing the plan is practically 
unfailing: it consists in operating very imperceptibly and from within. Thirdly, proper consideration 
was given to organizational questions relating to integrity, loyalty, and the ways and means of 
carrying on the movement. Fourthly, the three-in-one formula provided the basis for self- 
development in moving towards the objective. Fifthly, it should be acknowledged that the Jewish 
people at that time, who were the initial material (for that is how the originator of the plan regarded 
them), were rather well chosen for this task and, after being suitably worked on, actually proved 
capable of moving purposefully towards the goal. 


Movement towards this objective then began. It brought untold disasters not only to the 
Jewish people itself, but to all the nations of the world. Every time the Zionists, with their strong 
hand, reached for the throat of a nation, that nation resisted this and responded with extreme 
measures. The Jewish people suffered as a result. 


This first occurred long ago in Egypt. Moses almost took Egypt captive from within. He and 
his Zionist assistants exercised an extraordinarily strong influence. But the Pharaoh realized this, 
saw that the Jews were clearly soon going to seize power and decided to exterminate this nation. 
Moses' agents reported this to him, and he led the Jews out of Egypt. This time, the matter was 
concluded by merely exiling them, even though it was ostensibly a voluntary exile. (The formal 
aspects of this event are described in the Bible. And that description very much resembles the truth. 
At least, the behaviour of the Zionists and the response they received very much resemble what was 
to take place more than once in the succeeding centuries.) 


The Zionists succeeded in turning their first failure into a success. They were to make this 
procedure a rule of theirs. Having arrived in Palestine, they slaughtered the nation living there and 


founded the kingdom of Israel-Judaea. But they did not cease their Zionist expansion, but increased 
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it. From that time on all the neighbouring countries began to feel the effects of Zionist penetration 
and although, formally speaking, they were free and great powers, they came under the power of the 
financial capitalism of the Zionists. They were ensnared and suffocated by the strong tentacles of 
the money octopus, and were permeated by the network of the Zionist secret service, which was 
pro-Zionist in inclination, and also by the local secret service which the Zionists had captured for 
themselves. That secret service attained colossal influence in the particular country, and its 
activities aroused hatred among that country's population, and finally even among its rulers. It was 
then that pogroms took place. 


Egypt was to find the Zionists intolerable once again. It was at that time, in 928 BC, that the 
Egyptian troops destroyed the country and the kingdom of Israel-Judaea was divided into two: 
Israel and Judaea. Assyria did the same, destroying the kingdom of Israel in 722 BC, and Babylon 
destroyed Judaea in 586 BC. Judaea, re-established in 122 BC, was finally destroyed by Rome in 
the first century AD. The Zionists' attempts to crush the great powers of antiquity were not crowned 
with success. But not only did they not abandon their goal, but they also found a way of 
approaching it in a way which, although less rapid, was more consistent, expansive and realistic, 
and lay in subjecting the “main” country to their will and, through that country, ruling the world. 
From that time on the whole world became subjected to the plan of expansion and penetration from 
within. However, the old method of trying to crush an individual country still continued for 
centuries and, on each occasion, ended in a great massacre of Jews, and frequently in the expulsion 
of those who survived. This occurred in Italy in 855, in England in 1290, in France under Philip the 
Fair, in Spain in 1492, and on other occasions, and in the twentieth century it occurred in Germany 
from 1932-1945 and in Russia from 1937-1938. However, Germany was an isolated phenomenon, 
because here there had not merely been the usual Zionist penetration from within before the 
pogroms took place, but the Zionists also faced competition from a new aspirant for world 
domination, namely German fascism. And each time it was, in the final analysis, the Jewish nation 
who suffered. But this was of no concern to Zionists. The gold which they had previously managed 
to extort from the respective countries was the weapon they employed for their further expansion. 
They had already succeeded in moving it out of the countries in question and putting it by for 
further use. Revenge was taken on them, but they also had their successes - if the innumerable 
calamities which they caused to other nations can be described as successes. 


THE DIRECTORS OF CHAOS 


The history of the world must be rewritten so as to give account of the guiding, imperious 
influence which Zionism has had upon countries, peoples and events. Unfortunately, the noiseless 
work of Zionism has gone largely unnoticed by historians, or rather it appears to have been 
inevitable that it should go unnoticed, as it is not customary to leave for posterity any documents 
relating to this matter. If any works containing any hints in that regard did appear, they were 
promptly removed from circulation (see the section in the text below on how Zionists deal with 
publications). Zionists have at all times endeavoured to organize situations, or at least to involve 
themselves in situations, from which they would be able to derive important material benefits. One 
example of such situations was wars, especially conquests. Apart from carrying out one task or 
another relating to re-drawing the maps of countries and of nations and shaping the world to move it 
in a direction favourable to the attainment of the Zionist goal, a quite narrow and specific interest 
was also being pursued: that of gold. The war booty gained by the conquerors, and the sums in 
interest derived from financing one measure or another, finally fell to the benefit of the Zionists; at 
any rate, they always found a way of grabbing a large sum of money for themselves. 


Let us point out just a few elements of their work of guidance. Using the method of egging 
the rulers on, described below, they organized: the “unifying” operations which Philip of 
Macedonia performed for Greece; the conquests of Alexander the Great; the Huns' campaign 
against Europe; the defeat of Rome by the Ostrogoths and Vandals (here they were repaying Rome 
for its annihilation of Judaea); the invasions of Genghis Khan, Bati and Tamerlane; the conquests of 
Mexico and Peru; etc. Some people take the view that they had a hand in Hitler's conquests, 
however paradoxical this might appear, and however blasphemous these activities of the Zionists 
might be towards the Jewish nation. These conquests caused countless disasters and suffering to 
people. Entire nations disappeared from the face of the earth. Other nations were thrown back by 
many centuries in their development and became immeasurably weakened. But people's sufferings, 
and the life and development of nations and cultures, were of no consequence to Zionists. Their 
plans and activities were determined by gold and by progress towards the Zionist aim of dominating 
the world. 


The Zionists have, in the name of that aim, organized such a great number of other large and 
small wars, conspiracies, oustings of governments, coups, revolutions, and other large-scale 
measures. The Zionists owe an immeasurable debt of blood to every nation in the world. 


HOW ZIONISM PENETRATED INTO RUSSIA 


Russia, too, did not escape the attention of the Zionists. The Kaganate, the state which was 
located on the south-eastern borders of Russia and was ruled by the Khazar tribe, was Jewish in its 
religious makeup and pursued the usual Zionist policies towards Russia. Russia, following the 
example previously set by other states in their treatment of Zionists, was finally unable to endure 
this, and Svyatoslav annihilated the Khazars in 969 AD. But the Zionists remained unpacified and, 
in 1175, organized a conspiracy which included the killing of Prince Andrey Bogolyubskiy. All the 
Jews were slaughtered in response to this and the Russian princes, meeting at an assembly, resolved 
no longer to admit Jews to Russia. There were no more Zionists in Russia until the time of 
Catherine the Great. To be more precise, there were almost no Zionists, because they managed to 
penetrate with the aid of Freemasonry, which is in the vanguard of Zionism and is one of its 
tentacles, and also with the aid of intermarriage, more details on which will be found below. 
Specifically, some people hold the view that Boris Godunov was a Zionist. Keeping himself in the 
background as Zionists always do, he noiselessly organized the slaughter of the nobility and seized 
power as a result. 


Once, when the part of the Ukraine on the left bank of the river Dnepr was joined to Russia, 
the Zionists had a chance of attacking Russia, but the Cossacks slaughtered them to a man. (They 
later tried to revenge themselves on the Cossacks by issuing the decree of 1919 on the 
extermination of the Cossacks.) The Polish landowners sold to the Jews the right to make use of 
their lands with all that they contained by way of humans and animals. The lessees of the land, by 
paying the landowner the sum laid down in the agreement, extorted from the Ukrainians a 
considerably larger amount - for themselves. The extent of the oppression was incredible. During 
the uprising of Bogdan Khmelnitskiy, all the Jews, along with the Poles and Polish Christian 
priests, were slaughtered in the cruellest fashion. Once again, the Jewish people suffered for the sins 
of the Zionists. 


In 1764, the Polish king Kazimir dissolved the Zionist representative assembly known as the 
Sejm. For six hundred years prior to this, Poland had served as a refuge for the Jews and given them 
land and freedom. They even had their own Sejm and their own courts of law. As stated above, 
Poland allowed the Jews to fleece their subordinates. And what did the Jews pay to Poland in return 
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for this? The Zionists organized the partitionings of Poland. As a result of the three partitionings, in 
1772, 1776 and 1796, a considerable part of Poland, and half a million Jews into the bargain, fell to 
Russia. The law on not allowing Jews into Russia was broken without any prior arrangement. Can 
Catherine the Great have thought that matters would end in this way when reaching her agreement 
with the Zionists' envoys on the partitionings of Poland? Taking fright at what she had done, 
Catherine then restricted the settlkement of Jews in Russia to the Pale of Settlement, but with 
reservations and exceptions. Merchants of the first and second orders, persons with higher 
education, and certain other categories of Jews, were permitted to live outside the Pale of 
Settlement, and by applying sufficient cunning it was possible to make fairly extensive use of this. 
But in 1804 Alexander I gave permission for everyone to have an equal education, thereby 
evidently hoping to tame the Jewish nation. What little knowledge he had of Zionists! 


In the second half of the nineteenth century it became utterly clear that the policy of 
assimilation had failed. The Jews had not amalgamated with Russia, but had begun to crush her, 
firstly by making a fortune out of the genocide which, by means of alcohol, was being committed 
against the Russian, Ukrainian, Byelorussian and other nations, and secondly by seizing control of 
the finances, the courts of law, the taxation system, trade, industry, the press, education, etc. Then, 
in 1887, the so-called “percentage rate” was introduced: the number of members of any ethnic 
group, or denomination as it was called at that time, who entered the institutions of higher education 
had to be proportionate to the number of members of that ethnic group living in the locality in 
question. One would think that this procedure prescribed a just uniformity for all nations. But the 
Zionists howled: “Antisemitism!” (By the way, they often use this word to intimidate their political 
opponents and stupefy anyone else. We shall refer below to the sources of so-called antisemitism.) 
They were in any case also very dissatisfied with the State monopoly on vodka. They took three 
decisions. The first was to go to America and strengthen Zionism there: Zionists had established a 
fairly firm grip on the United States by the middle of the 19th century. The second was to settle in 
the Promised Land. After lengthy debates they decided that this would be Palestine, their “historical 
homeland”. The third was, by overthrowing the Russian government and seizing power, to turn 
Russia herself into a Promised Land for the Jews. All these three paths were to be pursued in 
parallel. In addition, it was decided to wage a more clearly open struggle than previously: powerful 
and varied Zionist organizations were to be set up, employing not only their own, but also all the 
other, ideologies and tendencies. The activity of the already existing organizations, especially the 
Freemasonic organizations, was to be intensified. The Zionist secret service, and the Zionist 
influence, were to penetrate the whole world to a still greater degree. In particular, they were to 
penetrate Russia, in order to prepare for the seizure of power and for subsequent government. The 
world only actually began to notice Zionism after the “World Zionist Organization” (founded 1897) 
and a great number of other organizations had been created. There were some 500 such 
organizations in Russia alone by the time the revolution began. This served to make people think 
that the ideology and practice of Zionism were also created precisely at that time. But in reality the 
Zionists had merely come out into the open and were pursuing their activities legally. As we have 
said, Zionism has been putting its ideology into practice for three thousand years. 


Emigration to America received a powerful impetus. A further one and a half million Jews 
had emigrated there by the end of the century. By 1917, the number of Jews remaining in Russia 
was six million. The Jews also began to take possession of Palestine. And as for Russia, whole 
volumes would be required to describe the activities upon which the Zionists were, and still are, 
engaged in Russia. We shall describe them only briefly. 


HOW THE ZIONIST “REVOLUTION” 
WAS PREPARED 


In carrying out their own decision, the Zionists entered upon the revolutionary movement in 
Russia on a massive scale. They had taken part in such revolutionary activity before then: the 
Decembrists' movement in 1825, the Liberal and Democratic movements, the Populist movement, 
the organization of the Social Democratic groups. Of course, in all this they had been pursuing their 
own aims of subjecting these movements to the tasks of Zionism. 


In 1898, seizing the initiative from the Social Democrats in Russia, the Zionists organized 
the Russian Social Democratic Workers' Party. It is to be noted that this was done immediately after 
the World Zionist Organization was created in 1897. Of the nine delegates present at the first 
conference of the Russian Social Democratic Workers' Party, eight were Zionists: Katz, Mutnik, 
Tuchapsky, Kremer, Petrusevich, Edelman, Vannovsky and Vigdorchik. They constituted 89% of 
the conference. The Zionists also created the Socialist Revolutionary party from the remains of the 
Populist movement, with a Zionist called Gotz playing an important part. They created the 
Constitutional Democrats' Party, the People's Socialist Party, and others. The principle of Zionism 
is to use different routes and methods to move towards a single goal. Decentralization, broadness of 
scope, becoming familiar with any outward appearance they care to adopt, and with any external 
goals which they zealously pursue, pretending to be entirely serious about what they are doing: all 
this constitutes the powerful and methodical approach which has for centuries enabled Zionists to 
subject everything to their will. 


It is known that it was not the Bolsheviks who carried out the revolution of February 1917. 
Kerensky, Guchkov, Chkheidze and others were all Freemasons serving the Zionists. It is thought 
that Milyukov was the only member of the Provisional Government who was not a Freemason. For 
further details on Freemasonry, see below. That is to say, the February 1917 revolution was, in the 
final analysis, carried out by Zionists and for Zionists. The Russian bourgeoisie was used by the 
Zionists merely as a buffer to soften the impact of the revolution and, as we have already 
mentioned, the same applies to the Socialist Revolutionaries, the Mensheviks, the Constitutional 
Democrats and others. 


The Zionists played an essential part in the revolution of October 1917. The Party, the State, 
the public organizations, the People's Commissariats and other departments all had an 
overwhelmingly large number of Zionists among their top leaders. In summer of 1918, there were, 
in Petrograd alone, 271 Zionists in the highest echelon of power and only 17 non-Zionists. 265 of 
these 271 had come with Trotsky from New York. In practical terms, it was Trotsky, and not Lenin, 
who ruled the country. 


THE ZIONISTS' ACTIVITIES IN RUSSIA 


The Zionists started on their task of establishing a Promised Land for themselves - in Russia 
and by using the slaves who inhabited Russia, of course. In this process, Trotsky was in favour of 
seizing power over the world, of carrying out a “worldwide revolution”. This is Trotsky's theory of 
“permanent revolution”. The various ethnic groups inhabiting Russia were to be slain, thus enabling 
the Zionists to conquer the whole world. A. Zinovyev, Kamenev, Rykov and other Zionists 
disguising themselves as Bolsheviks were inclined towards the idea of establishing the Promised 
Land in Russia, and this is the basic difference between the positions adopted by Zinovyev and 
Trotsky. Contrary to what the pro-Zionist press is now telling us over and over again, the difference 
between them was by no means merely one of personal ambition. 


As stated above, we shall not be describing all the activities of the Zionists in Russia. We shall only 
dwell on some of them. 


The Zionists organized the civil war in Russia. It was beneficial to them because of their aim 
of slaughtering the cream of the Russian people, who were the gentry. This was to be done by 
taking away from the nation its possible leaders, the transmitters of its culture, and its strong genetic 
stock, while at the same time also doing away with the bourgeoisie and the more powerful peasants 
and, on the other hand, also eliminating the representatives of another life style, namely the best of 
the workers and peasants. They needed (and here the line taken by Zinovyev predominated) to 
undermine the strength of the Russian people, in order, subsequently, better to be able to work on 
those people and turn them into obedient tools and slaves of Zion. But the civil war was beneficial 
to Trotsky too. He hoped to be at the head of the revolutionary armies and then, after conquering the 
internal enemy, to throw those armies into battle against the other countries which were the external 
enemy. He wanted, within those countries, to organize disintegration, sabotage, diversions, coups 
and revolutions, and to do this with the aid of the Zionists and pro-Zionists in those countries, as 
well as by making use of the genuine revolutionaries living there. His aim was worldwide 
revolution: that is, he wished to turn Marx's idea into its opposite, and he wanted Zion to take over 
the world. This was actually the very reason why the Polish military campaign against Soviet 
Russia was provoked. If the line taken by Zinovyev had not predominated, the Russian cavalry 
would have captured Warsaw and utterly destroyed Poland. And then, in accordance with Trotsky's 
plan, the turn of other countries would have come. The best sons of Russia, that emaciated country, 
were to lay down their lives in the name of the Zionists’ fantastic plans! 


During the civil war in Russia, the Zionists also performed another task. Using some units of 
the Red Army - Trotsky was the chairman of the country's Revolutionary Military Council - they 
organized the Jewish pogrom in Seversk. The result of this was the “Law on Those Involved in 
Pogroms” of 27 July 1918. In accordance with this law, a monstrous Zionist terror raged in Russia 
for ten years: a person accused of antisemitism was, without any argument being allowed, declared 
to be involved in pogroms and placed against the wall to be shot. Not only anti-Zionists, but the 
best representatives of the intelligentsia of Russia, could be accused of being antisemitic, and so too 
could anyone one felt like accusing of it. People saw who was exercising power in Russia and 
expressed their discontent with it. 90% of the members of the Cheka - the Soviet security organ, 
1918-1922 - were Zionists. Apart from the law on those involved in pogroms, the Zionists practised 
genocide against the ethnic groups inhabiting Russia, and they did so by accusing people of 
counter-revolutionary activities, sabotage, and so on, irrespective of whether or not the people in 
question really had conducted such activities. It was standard practice merely to put them against 
the wall to be shot. 


The major operations conducted by the Zionists included setting up a system of prison 
camps. Skilfully using as a pretext the interests of discipline and orderliness, Trotsky and 
Dzershinzky organized the concentration camps in 1918. These were a monstrous machinery for 
exterminating the people of Russia, a machinery of oppression and intimidation, a machinery of 
undivided power. 


STALIN AND ZIONISM 
In 1937-1938, Stalin made the Zionists feel the brunt of the system which they themselves 


had created and which had at that time already pulverized a great part of the Russian nation. 
Frenkel, Firin, Rappoport and others like them were in charge of the prison camps. The vast 
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majority of those who are now said to have been made the victims during the period of the Stalinist 
repressions were in fact victimized in the pre-Stalin period, that is to say in the first few years after 
the revolution and civil war. As we have said, the real leadership of the country was in Trotsky's 
hands at that time. What is more, up until 1937-1938, Russia was ruled by an apparatus in which 
Zionists had a tremendous preponderance. It was only after that date that the real leadership of the 
country passed to Stalin and his government apparatus. Everything that had been done in the 
provinces before then was done in Stalin's name but by no means according to Stalin's method. This 
applies particularly to the introduction of collective farming. The excessive steps taken in 
dispossessing the better-off Russian farmers, and the massive repressions against the peasants, were 
the work of the pro-Zionist State machinery, which was in fact glad of the opportunity to work once 
again on the genetic stock of the Russian people and cause it to deteriorate. 


The pro-Zionist press now severely criticizes Stalin for allegedly working only for the sake 
of his own power, claiming that it was lust for power that guided him. But this criticism is 
unfounded. The methods he used were admittedly not the most worthy - he borrowed them from his 
enemies -, but he worked for the benefit of the Russian people. He defended that people's very life 
and development. It was really the Zionists who were the enemies of the people. Stalin was 
defending the lives of the present-day inhabitants of Russia too! This is because the Zionists, after 
gaining their victory, will only allow pure-blooded Jews to live on Earth. Everyone else is nothing 
but dust, and dust must be wiped away. We shall be referring to this objective more than once in 
what follows. 


Why did the Zionists allow Stalin in, and why did they not eliminate him at the very outset 
or at a later date? Because he deceived them! They thought he was one of theirs. Alliluyeva, his 
second wife, was a Jewess. At the beginning of his career as Secretary General of the Party, Stalin 
surrounded himself with Jews. Until 1937 it was not obvious that Stalin's chief goal was to liquidate 
Zionism in the Soviet Union. Even after 1937, Stalin gave the impression of having no claims upon 
the Zionists: Lazar Moiseyevich Kaganovich, whose very name made him a convenient cover for 
Stalin against any accusations of antisemitism, was one of Stalin's closest aides and outlived him by 
many years. Nevertheless, the Zionists outplayed Stalin in this regard, following an age-old practice 
of theirs: whatever may happen, and however many Jews may be sacrificed, the main point is that at 
least one Zionist must remain at the very top. He will then be able to revive the Zionist cause. This 
is what Kaganovich actually did after the death of Stalin, and he had, though very cautiously, 
already been engaged on this matter during World War Two and the post-war years. 


Stalin eliminated Trotsky by making use of Zinovyev and Kameneyv, and then eliminated the 
latter two by making use of Rykov and Bukharin. The way in which Stalin did this is widely 
known, and we shall not be dwelling on it. Although insidious, it was a customary political method. 
What is less well known is another matter: the purging of Zionists in the Party and State apparatus 
began as early as 1929. Secret methods, rather than open measures such as arrest and trial, were 
employed here. From that time onwards, Stalin found himself in a situation where he might, albeit 
at a later stage, be declared a political criminal. The methods by which he worked were, as we have 
said, borrowed from his Zionist opponents: when in Rome, do as the Romans do. Those methods 
went far beyond the limits of what is done in civilized countries. But he deliberately practised such 
methods. He saw no possibility of liquidating Zionism by any other means, and this was later to 
cost him the loss of his reputation. Secret methods of eliminating one's opponents were too costly, 
but from 1931 onwards they became considerably less expensive: Zionists, pro-Zionists, and those 
who were caught in the trap of Zionism, began to be proclaimed as members of the opposition and 
as counter-revolutionaries. Work began on arresting them, giving them a trial for the sake of 
appearances, and liquidating them. This method is related to the appearance of Beria within Stalin's 
entourage. Of course, Beria wanted to pursue his own career and his own well-being. But he 
realized that he could only attain his objectives by assisting Stalin in the latter's chief aims. Beria 
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did this painstakingly, and not, of course, without deriving benefit for himself: he also liquidated 
many people who simply did not suit him personally. Such a method is of course dishonest and 
inhumane. But Stalin was compelled to employ it. If he had openly declared that he was kicking out 
the Zionists, the latter would immediately have accused him of antisemitism and he would have 
been classed under the same category as Hitler. As we have already said, Hitler, in serving the aim 
of the fascist ideology, namely the seizure by German National Socialism of power over the world, 
was Striving to destroy Zionism, his most powerful rival, and in this he was using as a pretext his 
far-fetched theory of the racial inferiority of the Jews. If Stalin had made such a declaration, he 
would have been removed from power because, as we have noted, the country's leadership at that 
time consisted predominantly of Zionists: in the Party, the State, the army, the People's 
Commissariat for Internal Affairs, culture, education, the trade unions, and so on. The situation only 
changed after the purges of 1937 and 1938. But even then Stalin was unable to state openly that 
those whom he opposed were of course not counter-revolutionaries, spies, saboteurs, conspirators, 
or the like, but were Zionists pursuing their methods and objectives, and were quite simply enemies 
of the people. Despite the falseness of the accusations, the term “enemies of the people” is, however 
surprising this might appear, true only of Zionists! He was compelled to resort to false accusations 
in order to rid the peoples of the Soviet Union of a very great danger and save them from their most 
vicious enemies. But, when faced by Hitler's invasion, he could not announce his struggle against 
the Zionist Jews, because he would have been proclaimed a racist. Stalin's authority would have 
been mightily undermined if he had announced publicly that he had been compelled to resort to 
deceit. He also hoped that the remaining Zionists had understood everything and would continue to 
serve the country and not work towards the goals of Zion. (Even such a furious battler against 
Zionism as Stalin did not, even to the very end, understand the Zionists’ nature: Zionism is 
indestructible as long as there are Zionists.) But it seems to us that this was a mistake. After the 
peoples of the Soviet Union and world public opinion had first been prepared, the whole matter 
should have been openly announced by way of a preliminary step. Zionism's struggle to attain its 
goals is a centuries-old process. And the nations of the world must understand the danger of 
Zionism once and for all. However, it may be that this would nevertheless have been a political 
mistake just at that time: Hitler waved his anti-Jewish flags too vigorously when going about his 
task of seizing power over the world. It is also not impossible that Stalin wished to announce the 
whole truth to the people immediately after completely liquidating Zionism in the Soviet Union. He 
managed to do neither the one nor the other, but nevertheless undoubtedly dealt Zionism a most 
powerful blow. 


Let us return again to the beginning of the 1930s. In 1932, Stalin was finally able to operate 
freely: his Jewish wife committed suicide. The possibility cannot though be ruled out that it was not 
in fact suicide, but was the work of someone else. It was a mistake by the Zionists not to eliminate 
Stalin at the 17th Party Conference in 1934. They tried to do so, but for some reason they did not 
bring the matter to its conclusion. Can this have been because Kirov, their new protégé, who 
himself had a Jewish wife (Markus), refused to oppose Stalin? Beria then organized the elimination 
of Kirov, without first warning Stalin. Although this was a very dirty business - Kirov, not a bad 
man, had been murdered -, Stalin nevertheless kept silent: the political advantages of eliminating 
Kirov were too great. What is more, it is not yet known whether or not Kirov, after Stalin's removal, 
would have started to bring to its conclusion the business of the struggle against Zionism. 


Stalin realized that there was no time to lose. In 1937-38, after thorough preparations, he 
struck a massive blow against the Zionists. An enormous number of Zionists, pro-Zionists, and 
persons whom the Zionists had in their clutches and who were working for them, were arrested and 
repressed, mostly under far-fetched pretexts. But these were the operations of the Soviet system of 
planning which, by reason of its nature, sometimes produces very negative results. Apart from 
persons who were really pro-Zionist, a tremendous number of people were also repressed who were 
very useful to the country and were actively working for it. Certain factors contributed to this. 


12 


Firstly, the instructions were not clear: who was the enemy? Secondly, both the central and the local 
authorities wished to achieve distinction. Overfulfilling the government's plans was so fashionable 
in the Soviet Union, and so too was fulfilling them at any price. Thirdly, Zionism was conducting 
its direct operations here too. The Zionists understood Stalin's objective and decided, when being 
removed from their positions of influence, to harm him as much as possible. Every Zionist who had 
been arrested gave the names of honest people. These were the best, most intelligent and most 
dedicated people, both Party members and non-Party members. The Zionists alleged that these 
people had been involved in organizing and carrying out the counter-revolutionary activities, 
espionage, and other operations, which were being conducted by the Zionists. These people, 
suffering the physical effects of interrogation - a method of operation introduced by the Zionists in 
1918 -, took the guilt upon themselves, in this way signing their own death warrants. It sometimes 
happened that honest people endured torture, denied being guilty, and were released. Kovpaka 
Rudnev, the future commissar, is one example. 


Today the question is asked how it was possible, on the verge of war with Hitler, for the 
Soviet government to deal its own army such a crippling and very powerful blow. But imagine what 
would have happened if this had not been done! The regular, peacetime staff of the army was pro- 
Zionist throughout. Trotsky, as far back as the time when he was chairman of the Revolutionary 
Military Committee, took great trouble to make the army pro-Zionist. What is more, once the 
Zionists have penetrated any system, they always then endeavour to pervade it with their people. 


In “The Protocols of the Learned Elders of Zion”, which in our view were undoubtedly 
written by the Zionists in order to conceal their true goals and to demonstrate how wise their 
rulership would be, it is said that the aim of Zionism is to establish the rule of Zion on earth, with 
the Zionist ruler having intellectual control over all the nations on earth; there will be slavery, but 
the slaves will live comparatively well. However, slavery is unreliable. History shows that a slave- 
owning system is finally destroyed by the slaves themselves. 


In 1952, nine prominent Moscow doctors, most of them Jews, poisoned their patients in the 
Kremlin by order of the American-Jewish United Distribution Committee. In doing this they were 
working for the benefit of the international Jewish conspiracy. This actually happened, and is by no 
means the made-up story the pro-Zionist press constantly tells us it was. After the poisoning, 
countless Jews were arrested over a period of three months. All this ushered in the events of 1953. 
The special trains stood empty in the environs of Moscow, waiting to take on board the Zionists 
who were subject to arrest and exile. Everything was ready for the final offensive, when Stalin 
suffered a stroke. Was this a coincidence? It served the Zionists' purposes too much for that. Did the 
Zionist god punish Stalin and prevent him from achieving his aims? Such ideas are stories one tells 
to little children! It seems to us that further researches will uniformly show that the Zionists 
physically eliminated Stalin. They won that round, and began to develop their success. But this was 
of course made more difficult by the fact that those at the head of the Party were already fully 
informed of the Zionists’ activities and prevented their expansion as far as possible. Nevertheless, 
they did not decide to publicize the whole truth about Zionism. Here we are touching upon one of 
the most important characteristics of the entire way in which Zionism moves towards its goal. 


THE CHIEF POWER OF ZIONISM 


The chief power of Zionism lies in being silent. The main point is that, whatever may 
happen, the whole truth about Zionism cannot be permitted to become widely known. That would 
mean the failure of the whole affair. An agreement to keep quiet is reached not only with their own 
people, but also with the most furious opponent of Zionism: they must keep quiet. Deal the blow, 
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but keep quiet! A strong man is vulnerable because of his strength, and the Zionists say that there is 
no need to explain anything to people because, so they say, the danger has been eliminated, and you 
have done the business by using methods which are obviously not clean. The Zionists tell you that 
your descendants will condemn you for applying such methods, and that you will suffer other 
disadvantages; a weak person is vulnerable because of his weakness, a greedy person because of his 
greed, a cowardly person because of his cowardice, and so on. So keep quiet about what you have 
done! Each time, all this is supported by the necessary actions and means. And these may be of any 
kind! They have kept silent through the centuries! Of course, some facts do slip through the net, and 
it is not possible to keep one's eye on everything. There is a fairly rich anti-Zionist literature at 
present, but it is only partial. It is not complete, and it does not clearly and precisely state the goals 
of Zionism, but the chief point is that Zionists are most careful to remove and liquidate such 
literature, never permitting it a wide distribution under any circumstances. Silence and secrecy are 
the main power of Zionism. They are the reason for its successes, and they are the factor that brings 
the Zionists victory! 


Realizing that for the time being they could only dream of achieving political power in the 
Soviet Union, they started on their usual siege operations, except that, as is customary with them, it 
was siege from within. They began disintegrating the economy, the culture, and the unity of ideas, 
and also began placing their people in widely differing locations and penetrating into the Party, the 
trade unions, the Communist Youth League, as well as into important - though not yet very highly 
placed - positions in the administrative and economic apparatus. In particular, they did this with the 
aid of people who regarded themselves as Jews because the Zionists had dinned that notion into 
them, while at the same time inculcating Zionist ideas into them. They were in fact only partially 
Jewish - they were one-half Jewish, or one-quarter, and so on. Formally, according to their 
passports, they were not regarded as Jews. The Zionists also achieved it by making considerable use 
of Gentiles who were for one reason or another dependent on Zion because they were married to 
Jewesses, had been bought, corrupted, won over, had merely realized the power of Zion and the 
benefit to be derived from serving Zion, or were dependent on it for some similar reason. 


In the State system of economic management, the Party, the trade unions, etc., considerable 
work was done on removing honest and intelligent people who were dedicated to their ideals and 
replacing them by egoistic, dull-witted, obtuse, incompetent people intent on personal benefits. Of 
course, this refers not to staff members who were pervaded through and through with Zionism, but 
to other staff members who were not Zionist. It refers to the staff of long-suffering Mother Russia. 
Those who nevertheless overcame the Zionist obstacles became corrupted to an increased extent 
and were given a new outlook. They were bribed in every possible way with benefits and 
advantages, and were made to become unprincipled. They were drawn into machinations, and then 
into crimes and so on. Those who did not submit to this new outlook were either driven away or 
isolated; in any event, it became extremely difficult for them to make any upward progress. In this 
way, people whom the country needed were not admitted into the Party, and by the same token they 
could not enter on the path towards leadership: if you were not a Party member you could not rise 
very high in the Soviet Union. In addition, when any possibility of a replacement arose, a person 
who precisely suited the Zionists was installed in the post in question. The principle of “the worse 
they are, the better they are” is an old method of disintegrating a system. In this way the staff of the 
Party, the administration, the local and national councils of government, the trade unions, and so on, 
were converted within a fairly short period into what they are today. Now the Zionists howl out 
louder than anyone else their complaints against the Soviet government apparatus. But it is the very 
apparatus which they themselves created and are still pampering today. 


Zionists achieved particular “successes” with the economy. By organizing the systematic 


disintegration and looting of the country (the Zionists have sent the gold to those same banks where 
the booty they have obtained throughout the ages is kept preserved), by acting so as to ensure that 
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they gained a tidy sum from every measure taken, from every piece of building work, every 
reconstruction project, etc., by causing confusion in affairs of all kinds, by not allowing any order to 
become established, by suppressing sound ideas and initiatives (it is easier to fish in murky waters), 
and by preventing invention, rationalization and the introduction of worthwhile undertakings and 
ideas, and so on and so forth, the Zionists have reduced Russia to its present state. Of course, the 
general law of privileges for egoists and swindlers, which applies in every hierarchical system, has 
here operated simultaneously with the activities of the Zionists. It is the law of the natural 
deterioration of a system whose self-regulation is weak. The Zionists have always endeavoured not 
to permit the creation of a mechanism capable of establishing self-regulation. If there were such a 
mechanism, it would be extremely difficult for them to conduct their destructive, predatory 
operations. Turning over a country and making it capitalist - with Zionists on top, of course - is a 
different matter and is what they are strenuously striving to achieve at present. We shall refer to this 
below. 


One of the chief reasons why Khrushchov exposed Stalin's personality cult was the desire 
for nuclear disarmament. This was bound to work for the Zionists' benefit. (The atomic bomb 
planned by the Zionists was the first to operate in practice, and the thermonuclear bomb, created by 
Sakharov, a Zionist, also went into action.) Of course, disarmament is a splendid thing. But 
America - which, as we have said, had become pervaded through and through with Zionism by the 
middle of the 19th century, and still is today - had to be paid for such a step. Zionists demanded that 
the Soviet Union should, by way of payment, trample on Stalin, rehabilitate those whom he had 
repressed, and bring about change in the usages prevalent in the Soviet Union. The excuse of 
combating a totalitarian régime made it easier for the Zionists to operate. A personality cult is of 
course an unattractive thing. Contrary to what is thought, Stalin started on this cult neither in order 
to extol his personality, nor to gratify his lust for power. Rather, he did it to strengthen his position 
in his struggle against Zionism and because he believed that he needed the cult in order to rule the 
country effectively, and also that it would give him some further opportunities in his rulership. At 
that time the country's population was ignorant of politics. Stalin wanted to rule solely by means of 
a régime of unlimited personal power, based not merely on violence, but also on voluntary hero- 
worship organized on a mass scale and supported by political campaigning, with ideas being 
instilled into people's minds. The cult and its consequences had to be actually liquidated, and 
without causing a stir. 


THE TACTICS OF ZIONISM 


Zionists are very flexible. They are prepared to change horses very rapidly. They will form 
their ranks anew the moment they feel that their current policy is failing. They will introduce 
whichever new organizations and designations are convenient, and will change their tack in their 
policies and tactics as soon as they realize that it is better to act differently. The one point about 
them that remains unchanged is their movement towards their goal. In the case of Russia, this is 
movement towards taking complete control of that country. They find that one of the ways of doing 
this lies in capturing the apparatus of power from within. In the leadership of the parties, trade 
unions, and any other public organizations, both locally and at a higher level, they replace people 
who are not convenient to them, or who merely belong to someone else and are not under their 
command, and install their own people instead. This soundless revolution is carried out on the sly. 
This will be done even if it means going through a civil war. The sufferings of the Russian people, 
its almost complete destruction in the melting pot of the civil war, and the devastation of the 
country, are of no consequence to the Zionists: their goal is the future welfare of the only “God- 
chosen” people. They are not at all concerned about anyone else. Not the least of their methods lies 
in causing disunity among young people. Video libraries showing a cult of violence and 
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pornography, the destruction of literature, of the cinema, of music and of culture generally, the pro- 
Zionist press, the battle against patriotism and statehood, and so on - all this is aimed at ensuring 
that the future military serviceman, after Zionists have worked on him in the manner required, will, 
at a time to be determined by them, turn his weapon against his own people and will start fighting 
for the aims of the Zionists, which he has been led to believe will benefit him personally. 


The Zionists are now leading Russia into capitalism, because they did not manage to 
establish their grip on her by the demagogic use of communist ideas. The particular ideology that 
they were employing has always been a matter of complete indifference to them. They are ready to 
adopt any guise and any ideology and modify it for the sake of their aims. And now they need 
capitalism. 


Still, they had evidently clearly understood that capitalism is more beneficial to them: the 
gold of the world is mostly in their hands, and it is easier for them to take a controlling shareholding 
in the economic management of the country when production is privately owned than when it is 
State-owned. Once economic power has been seized, it is easier to take political power. This is the 
reason for the mass campaign being conducted in favour of capitalism, portraying its benefits. 
Capitalism undoubtedly has its economic benefits, especially when one considers the colossal 
demolition which the Zionists carried out in Russia. The fact is that, except for the war years, the 
whole history of Russia since the October 1917 revolution has consisted firstly of the struggle 
against Zionism and secondly of the work of destruction which Zionism conducted against Russia, 
against her economy, her ideology and her culture. 


But the pro-capitalism campaign employs every possible way of keeping quiet about the 
defects of capitalism, which are already operating in Russia with full force: rising crime, 
racketeering, pornography, drug addiction, prostitution and other “benefits”. The Zionists play on 
the simple feelings of the philistine public, telling them that life is better under capitalism, that there 
is greater material provision, that there is more opportunity for personal initiative, that there is not 
the pressure of the one ruling ideology, and so on. They say that it was the communists who 
reduced the country to its present state. The population are being fooled again. While promising to 
give benefits to the population, and at the outset actually giving them, the Zionists will ultimately 
bring matters to the stage where mass prison camps and crematoria, or some other sinister 
monstrosities, are introduced: their merciless minds will be capable of devising some evil business. 
Ultimately they will reach the stage where everyone except pure-blooded Jews will be physically 
destroyed. The present leadership's flirtation with Zionism will produce nothing good. 


A different kind of activity is required today. Patriotism, the nation's good sense and 
strength, and the way in which the nation strives for goodness, justice and constructiveness, must be 
the foundation here! And the Zionists can go to the devil! There is no need to assist them in their 
aims. They are strong enough without such assistance. Many people have been undone by hoping to 
use the Zionists and then outplay them. Zionism is tenacious and difficult to defeat. But it can be 
defeated, though not by playing into its hands - such a method is doomed from the outset. 


HOW ZIONISM CAN BE DEFEATED 


The chief weapon for defeating Zionism is publicity. Everyone must be told the truth. 
Everyone must know, understand, and achieve a proper feeling for, the whole truth about Zionism 
and Zionists: its aims, history, strategy, tactics, current condition and current struggle. They must 
understand the danger, the mortal danger. They must understand that Zionism is the enemy of all 
people, is the enemy of each individual person, and is in fact your enemy too. It is even the enemy 
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of the Jews and the Zionists, and that is no paradox. Everyone must go into battle against it, and 
conduct a merciless, unyielding fight to the finish, until complete victory over Zionism has been 
achieved, until mankind has been rid of the threat of Zionism's victory, of the danger of Zionism, of 
Zionism altogether! 


Specifically, everyone who comes upon the present work which he is now reading must 
make the maximum effort to reproduce it, publish it (preferably in a massive print run), to distribute 
it in his locality as well as across Russia, and also outside Russia. The author is not worried that he 
may be regarded as vainglorious. But it is perfectly clear to him that the Zionists will make the 
maximum effort to liquidate this work and, if that does not succeed, to cast aspersions on it. The 
more people learn the truth, the more difficult it will be for Zionists to attain their objectives. Every 
person on earth must know the contents of the present work and, in consequence, know 
considerably more about Zionism than he did previously. The same applies to the distribution of 
other anti-Zionist literature and information. It must be done both orally and in writing, by action 
and financial support, both personally and by organizing others. Spread the truth about Zionism and 
fight against it with all the means possible! Become united and organized! But do not stop being 
vigilant, and lose no time! And victory will be ours! 


Despite all the defeats and failures which it suffers from time to time, Zionism nevertheless 
makes progress, gradually gathering the whole world into its hands and completing its gigantic task 
of entirely taking over the world. What gives it such strength? What are the organizational and 
tactical principles enabling it always to feel victorious? 


ZIONISM'S IDEOLOGY: JUDAISM 


We referred at the very outset to the force of the three-in-one formula which is the basis of 
Zionism. Apart from this, Judaism, which is one of the cruelest of religions and one of the most 
regimented in its organization, has operated and still is operating very powerfully. Judaism is 
Zionist through and through, and is constantly regenerating Zionism. If its influence is weaker at 
present than it was formerly, it is not so much weaker that a non-practising Jew can neglect its chief 
dogmas. 


Education is also of great importance. The three-in-one formula of Zionism is instilled into a 
Jew from childhood - but not of course in the words we have given. When a Zionist is more or less 
adult, he realizes those words and finds them out. These ideas are instilled into him indirectly by 
one means or another, by means of stories, parables, and conversations held with the child, and by 
organizing his activities. Every person who has been permeated with the Zionist ideology himself 
carries out this educative work not only as a duty - otherwise he will be severely punished - but also 
in response to the call of his heart. He is himself convinced of the truth and necessity of the Zionist 
ideology, because he has previously been won over to it in a good, reliable fashion. The attitude 
which the people close to the child have towards this matter is of no little importance. Zionism is 
constantly being regenerated afresh by the education of one generation after another. There are 
special systems for the education of orthodox Zionists who zealously see to it that the work of 
education is being performed “correctly” and that there are no omissions in it. Neither adolescents, 
nor young people, nor adults, give up their educative work. It is guaranteed that every Jew must be 
a Zionist: that is the ideology and practice of Zionism. This is the reason for the unfortunately well- 
known notion that every Jew is a Zionist. There is not a grain of antisemitism in this notion. 
Unfortunately, they do not forgive their own people. It is not only pure-blooded Jews that are not 
forgiven, but also those who are not pure-blooded, right down to those who are only one-eighth 
Jewish by blood. Sometimes even those who are one-sixteenth and one-thirty-second Jewish are 
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caught. This may seem unlikely but is unfortunately a fact. It is beneficial to Zionists to have a few 
more slaves to their idea. This explains where the enormous number of “partial” Jews come from, in 
whom the Zionists instil the idea that they too are Jews and have been chosen by God - thus 
converting them into Zionists too. We shall speak of this again below. It is necessary at this point to 
note the following. We are fighting not against Jews, but Zionists. The Jews as a nation are by no 
means worse than other nations. Some people, beginning with Lenin, do not acknowledge that the 
Jews are a nation, basing themselves on Lenin's definition of the nation as being a unity of 
language, territory and culture. But that is an error. The essence of a nation lies in its unity, even 
though it may only be relative unity. It is a unity of blood, and it is a realization that the nation is 
united. The fact that European, Arab, Chinese and other Jews differ materially from one another in 
respect of culture is of no significance in itself. They are united within these groups by a unity of 
blood. It is the national idea, in the sense of a person's genetic origin, that benefits Zionists. In 
addition, this helps people, including anti-Zionists, to distinguish and discover the Zionists, 
remembering that they do not forgive their own blood. Jewish traits are very characteristic, remain 
preserved against any background and, after some training, are easily detectable. If the Jews were to 
renounce Zionism, the attitude of other nations towards the Jews would change abruptly; it is 
precisely the Zionism of the Jews that gives rise to antisemitism, and not the other way round, as the 
Zionists falsely and dishonestly claim. Of course, there are exceptions to every rule and there are 
some non-Zionist Jews to be found, but they are a great rarity, resulting from deviations in the 
“educational” process. However, the Zionists try by every means possible to drive these Jews into 
the Zionist fold and, if they do not succeed, they destroy them, turn them into drunkards, isolate 
them, slight them and reduce them to ruin and suicide, in order to teach others not to behave like 
that. Such behaviour is logical from a Zionist point of view. If these steps had not been taken, the 
idea of Zionism would have collapsed centuries ago. 


THE TACTICS OF OPERATING ON THE SLY 


As we have already mentioned, the tactics of operating on the sly play a tremendous part in 
the “work” of the Zionists. They pursue both their economic and political activities without 
advertising themselves or making a stir. Gently insinuating themselves into the existing structures, 
enveloping all and everything, and doing an enormous amount of work beneficial to the attainment 
of their aims, the Zionists, in large matters as in small, endeavour to do that work as noiselessly and 
imperceptibly as possible. Of course, business is business, and however quietly they do their work, 
the result will be visible and will arouse the indignation of others, thus generating a negative 
attitude towards Jews. People do not understand that it is not really the Jews who are guilty, but 
their Zionism; however, it should be noted that if everyone can see the results of the work of 
Zionists in small matters, it is by no means everyone who notices the results of their work in major 
issues, and it is precisely this which helps the Zionists to make material progress in their expansion. 


There are certain properties of Zionists which help them to practise their tactic of operating 
on the sly. These properties are thought to be congenital, but in reality they have been carefully 
cultivated by means of education. Some of these properties are: being charming (when they want 
to), an individual approach to each person, the ability to worm their way into someone's confidence, 
the ability to win people over, please and flatter them, the ability to be agreeable and interesting, the 
ability to display warmth and sympathy (insincere for the most part, but very well acted), the ability 
to be artistic, the ability to adopt any attitude or guise and at the same time to appear to be a well- 
principled person who adopts a humane attitude which abides by the national traits of the nation 
among which they happen to be living, and a respect for tradition and for everything which is dear 
to people's hearts and to general human values. They are able to worm their way into people's trust, 
and they systematically use this ability for their own advantage. This method is completely 
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unfailing in the hands of Zionists. A Zionist can even deceive one and the same person several 
times, losing that person's trust by using mean tricks, by acting improperly, by harming him and by 
other means, and then regaining his trust by charming him. 


But they do not merely become agreeable to others. They can be necessary and useful to 
others, and can help a person - of course, only if they wish to use him for themselves in some way. 
They can assist him, perform work which he requires, do him a good turn, and even give him 
important support. They can lighten his work load by taking over some of the business themselves, 
and they can become his zealous assistants, associates, fellow-strugglers and so on. And how can 
one do without such useful people? How can one not give them what they are striving for? But the 
chief aim of the assistance and services they provide is precisely to ensure that these questions 
arise! 


And it is typical of Zionists that they really do possess a number of very valuable traits. 
They are extremely purposeful, erudite, well-educated and hard-working. However much people 
may gossip about this, Zionists simply do not like working for other people's objectives, but they 
toil diligently for their own objectives. Zionism fosters these qualities in them by means of 
purposeful education. Of course, the educational traditions of the Jewish people as such - they are 
an intelligent, hard-working people, well organized within themselves - are of no little importance 
here, irrespective of Zionism. And they must have those properties if they are to attain the aims of 
Zionism. Nothing can be achieved merely by acting dishonestly and without making a sustained 
effort! Besides, when it is a matter of their own advantage and the advantage to be obtained in their 
progress towards their objective, they act decisively and fearlessly. At the same time they behave in 
a timid and gentle way in their personal lives, but this is much more of an act they put on than a 
reality: it is an excellent disguise of theirs. The Zionists have in fact cemented their nation into a 
nation of fighters and workers. But the fight and the work of that nation are aimed at that nation's 
own advantage and at its goals of taking over the world! 


Their unity and their mutual support and assistance are weighty factors. These qualities are 
positive in themselves, but Zionism utilizes them and carefully enhances them for its own benefit: if 
there were not this unity, the whole affair would have collapsed long ago. Movement towards such 
a tremendous goal can only take place if the ranks are united. Of course, this does not mean that 
they do not have competition and differing opinions and approaches and the like. That is by no 
means the case. Their internal life seethes with activity. But they always present a united front in 
opposing the “external enemy”, thus assisting their own people to survive, develop and go forwards. 


Apart from mere unity, there is also mutual guardianship. This gives support when it is 
required, but it also carefully looks after the “faithfulness” of the Jews and sees to it that they do not 
deviate from their common duty or from the common ideology and practice of Zionism. It is a fact 
that this has been widely and most carefully observed from ancient times to the present day. The 
Zionists mutually maintain one another in their Zionism. 


INFORMATION IS THE HOLY OF HOLIES 


The fact that they are well informed, and that they give information to one another, is of 
great importance. They very well know the value of knowledge: precise, up-to-date, practical 
knowledge, especially on matters which are of vital importance to them. This is why they are 
careful to keep up with the prevailing state of affairs in economics, politics and psychology, 
endeavouring not to miss anything of any importance to them. They immediately spread among 
their own people the information they receive, discussing it and drawing conclusions as to tactics 
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and strategy. The system of secret meeting places is of no little significance: these may be 
drugstores, larger or smaller shops, restaurants, market stalls, workshops, and so on, as well as, in 
recent times, the system of what are known as smoking-rooms where information and business 
affairs are discussed in a seemingly inoffensive way. There are also meetings at conferences, 
symposia and seminars, and information - either openly or in a pre-agreed way - is spread through 
the press, radio, television and so on. 


Another important point is that the whole system of Zionism is permeated by a very severe 
discipline. A Jew is positively obliged to be a most faithful Zionist and to work diligently for 
Zionism. Otherwise things will go very badly for him. If he fails, even in the slightest degree, to 
fulfil an instruction issued by his elders, he will, immediately and unavoidably, be severely 
punished. This régime was introduced when Judaism first came on the scene and, as we have noted, 
Judaism is permeated through and through with Zionism. The régime is maintained to this day and 
operates on both practising and non-practising Jews. It is obviously beneficial and necessary to the 
cause of Zionism. 


Zionists also conduct very important activities of the following kind: they very carefully 
shape public opinion regarding both themselves and others, and they form a system of widely held 
opinions. And the direction in which this is made to run is that it must appear to others that the 
Jewish people are eternally being undeservedly persecuted. Of course, they do not explain that the 
cause of those persecutions is Zionism. The Jews are made to appear weak, sickly, unhealthy, timid, 
but also, it will be admitted, avaricious and cunning - that fact cannot be hidden. They give an 
impression of being harmless and of not being dangerous, and this is the chief point: Zionism must 
not come out into the open; it must be imperceptible and appear not to represent any danger. 


But where other people are concerned, Zionists work on public opinion by creating either a 
positive or a negative impression regarding those others, depending on what will be beneficial to 
Zionism. Rumours are spread which may be either plausible or absurd but are always persistently 
maintained everywhere and dinned into people by Zionists. Public opinion is formed regarding an 
event, a system, an organization, a person - in fact, regarding everything -, but it is formed in 
precisely the way which is required by Zionism and which will give Zionism some temporary or 
permanent advantage. 


Those who are alien to the Zionists are mercilessly rejected and impeded in their 
development. Such non-Zionists automatically include persons who belong to other nations and are 
talented, capable, honest, active and strong-minded. The Zionists will very carefully monitor the 
presence of talented non-Zionists, register them, painstakingly restrict their development, obstruct 
their progress and re-direct their activities. If any such capable person nonetheless works his way 
through, the Zionists will use him for themselves as far as possible and will not allow other 
objectives to derive substantial benefit from his activities. The most widely differing methods are 
used here, including creating a bad family life for the person, causing him difficulties with housing 
and with daily life generally, and making things difficult for him in his studies, at work, in his 
surroundings, in his health, and so on. Zionists so organize matters that the person is prevented from 
occupying a promising position at work, and from developing his career. 


ZIONIST METHODS 
An important method adopted by Zionists is the farming of revenues. One example of such 


farming, already mentioned, was that practised in the Ukraine until the time of Bogdan 
Khmelnitskiy. This method operates systematically and very powerfully. Entire branches of 
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industry may be farmed while continuing their regular production, and so too may entire countries. 
This latter was first done in ancient Egypt. An agreement is reached with the leadership, with the 
Zionists saying: “We shall take over the temporary ownership of a stipulated part, or of the whole.” 
(That temporary period is often rather protracted.) “And we can have full and free disposal over the 
whole, especially over people's destinies and lives. In exchange for this, we undertake to give you 
such and such, either immediately or as matters progress.” This is usually done on conditions which 
appear to be economically beneficial to the leaders of the country, or of the area, town, enterprise or 
organization, depending on the persons with whom the agreement is concluded. For this purpose, a 
situation is selected which causes those leaders great difficulties. Frequently, that situation is 
created by the Zionists in advance. The leaders see the agreement as being an entirely acceptable 
way of helping them out of the situation. At least, the Zionists make every effort to convince them 
of this. It is at this point that the robbing of the population and the extortion of the country begin. 
Zionists traditionally farm the production and sale of wine and spirits in a country, and also the 
finances of that country. In Russia, the following organizations have been farmed, and are pervaded 
through and through with Zionism: the finance ministry and other ministries, the economics and 
planning departments, and the departments of labour and wages at the State-run enterprises, 
together with all the work of those enterprises, so that that work is an act of robbery against the 
nation and the State. But apart from this, anything convenient, including the entire country, can be 
farmed. Russia now seems to be on the verge of having this last-mentioned event happen to it. 


Sooner or later, all this ends up very badly for the country in which the farmers of the 
revenues are operating, although the arrangement has for a while appeared to be producing gains 
and benefits - and that appearance is usually rather convincing. Anyone who plays such games with 
Zionists will in the end make his country the loser. It has always been like this throughout history, 
and if there is still anywhere today where this process has not been completed, it will inevitably be 
completed, and by using precisely the method stated! The Zionists simply swindle the leaders. If the 
leaders feel like kings for a day and think that their guardians are giving them temporary positions 
of power, then that is another matter: their egoism will be satisfied by giving them temporary 
advantages. Zionists usually rely precisely on such egoism when making their calculations 
regarding such activity. People must carry out their tasks without recruiting Zionists, however 
difficult that may be. To enter upon any collaboration with Zionists is an approach which leads to 
utter loss, however promising the collaboration might appear. The farming of revenues is a very 
powerful key factor which is systematically employed by Zionists and operates by helping them 
attain their objectives of enslaving countries and nations from within, and finally of taking complete 
power over the world. 


It should be noted that apart from clear cases in which revenue is farmed, revenues are also 
handed over so that they can be farmed. This happens if a Zionist is placed at the head of some 
affair, or if he himself makes his way into that position. An effect analogous to that of the farming 
of revenues is achieved: after some time, this newly-appeared leader secures for his own purposes 
the Zionists who are his subordinates, and anything which is under their control is converted into an 
item of revenue being farmed, with all the consequences described above. 


The way in which the Zionists place their people everywhere is one of the most important 
aspects of their activities. Apart from items which have been farmed, there is also the complete and 
universal control of everything. All processes are monitored, and people are guided in small as in 
large matters. As stated, this was done in the past and is still being done now. These well-directed 
activities give the Zionists considerable assistance as regards not only the attainment of their current 
material or political objectives, but also their movement towards their overall goal. 


Zionists control everything. In particular, they endeavour most carefully to control the press, 
and indeed the media generally, where all questions which are beneficial to them are concemed. 
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Particular care is paid to not allowing any truthful information about Zionism to be disseminated. 
Information which in any way illuminates the goals, tasks or tactics of Zionism is removed, and has 
in the past been removed, from all works which all nations have produced at all times throughout 
history. It is even better if the release of such information is not allowed in the first place. And any 
information is and always has been welcomed if it points away from the true goal, displays the 
problem in a false light, and pulls the wool over people's eyes. Fortunately, as we have already 
mentioned, there is nonetheless a certain amount of true information at present. If they have 
carefully erased the literature of previous centuries, they have not yet removed and “corrected” all 
the present-day literature. 


There is an old but powerful method which, if people other than Zionists have used it, then 
only in cases where they were occupying some territories over a protracted period, in order to make 
it easier to administer them. This is what is known as intermarriage or, to put it less politely, the 
system of the lusty lads. It is done as follows: a sympathetic, charming male representative of the 
nation, one with the gift of the gab, is chosen, and a woman - preferably a beautiful, intelligent and 
healthy woman - belonging to the other nation is then “tricked”. It is then insisted upon that she 
must bear this representative a child. After being born, the child is registered by the appropriate 
Zionist service and is subjected to pro-Zionist education as it grows up. All other Zionists, not just 
the specially selected lusty lads, are encouraged to do this too. Thus it is that half-breeds with non- 
Jewish surnames appear on the scene (and sometimes both their parents are, legally speaking, 
Gentiles.) They are Zionists and regard themselves as Jews. Analogously, so-called “Jews” appear 
who have a proportion of Jewish blood amounting to one quarter, one eighth, one sixteenth, one 
thirty-second and so on. (It appears that those who have less than an eighth share of Jewish blood 
are given no special treatment. Any others are, most likely, the natural product of the reproduction 
of those having less than an eighth share.) In this way power over the country, both genetically and 
ideologically, is seized from within. An enormous number of “their” people appears but, as we have 
already said, these are merely dust as far as genuine, pure-blooded Jews are concerned who hold 
them in contempt and merely use them as work animals, who do though of course have to be fed up 
to fatten them; animals must be fed. They will be annihilated and wiped out after the Zionists take 
power over the world. Those with a half share or a quarter share of Jewish blood (mixed 
proportions, such as three quarters, five eighths, three sixteenths, and so on, are also possible) can 
of course take comfort from the fact that they will be able to live out their life's span, but they must 
definitely know and understand that their descendants will disappear from the face of the earth 
along with the Gentiles; in addition, the conquering work of the Zionists is now approaching its 
conclusion, and the half Jews, quarter Jews and so on are themselves making intense efforts to bring 
that conclusion nearer. However things may turn out, those half Jews and quarter Jews will 
themselves, in a spirit of agreement, walk off into the crematoria by the higher will of their masters. 
But whatever the attitude of the pure-blooded Zionists may in fact be towards these lackeys of theirs 
who have a half share or some other proportion of Jewish blood, they make masterly use of them 
for their purposes: it is precisely through them that the system of global control, of placing their 
people everywhere, of penetrating everything and subjugating everything, is built up. Incidentally, a 
particular means by which Zionists conceal their breeding work is by permitting mixed marriages; 
but the enormous number of people who have only some Jewish blood cannot be explained merely 
by mixed marriages. The forces of Zionism are very large, and there is an enormous number of 
Zionists in the world. Their number is twenty to thirty times larger than the number of officially 
registered Jews, and this figure applies only to blood relations, even though the blood relationship 
may be only partly Jewish. But how many others work for the Zionists: some do it consciously, 
some are compulsorily enlisted, bought and persuaded, and they base themselves on the Zionists’ 
power and on the benefit to be derived from serving the Zionists! 


Among the most important Zionist activities is that of egging others on. Zionists have 
systematically used the following method in the past, and still use it today: after approaching some 
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person who is influential in a greater or smaller degree, they direct his activities in the manner 
required for the objectives of Zionism, and here - depending on the state of the market, on the 
current and long-term tasks being pursued by the Zionists, on the specific importance and qualities 
of the person in question, and on the historical circumstances - the direction and scope of his 
activities vary from small services to Zionism to the organization of major political steps: 
revolutions, changes in policies, entering upon campaigns of conquest against some countries or 
other specified by those who are egging on that influential person, and so on. Here, the political 
leader in question is usually entirely convinced that he is carrying out his own aims and tasks and 
that he is working in the interests of his own people, and does not guess that he is only acting as a 
puppet in the Zionists' hands. The greater a leader's ambitious plans are, the easier it is for the 
Zionists to direct his activities into the channel they require. They palm off on him any ideas, 
information, theories, facts, opinions, hopes, wishes and preferences, in this way organizing his 
consciousness and the direction his activities will take. Besides this, they frequently resort to 
placing direct purchase orders, concluding agreements, granting loans, and financing the leaders, 
groups and parties, while demanding in exchange that certain actions required by the Zionists be 
performed. 


This method of Zionist operation has played, and still is playing, a tremendous part in the 
history of mankind over the period in which Zionism has been on the scene, that is to say for the 
last three thousand years. As we have already said, data exist stating that Zionists played a vital part 
in some very great conquests, revolutions and coups. Specifically, this applies to the campaigns of 
conquest conducted by Genghis Khan and Bati. The egging-on method was the most immediate 
factor here. Where Zionist goals were concerned, it would have been extremely unfavourable if 
Russia - where, since the second half of the 12th century, no Jews had been allowed to live or even 
to be present - had experienced a material upswing. Russia had every chance of becoming the 
strongest power in the world and, what with Russia's natural anti-Zionism, this would have reduced 
to nothing the possibility of the Zionists' achieving their aim of ruling the whole world. This was 
why the idea of advancing as far as the very last sea in the west was foisted upon Genghis Khan. 
Russia was located on the route which that advance would take. Bati, apart from carrying out the 
orders of the great Genghis Khan (formerly known as Temujin), was also under the influence of the 
Zionist eggers-on, and continued this Tatar and Mongolian expansion. The Zionists did not in fact 
want to lead the conquerors as far as the western seas, and they so organized matters that Bati was 
brought to a halt; of course, Russia greatly weakened Bati by fighting and shedding its own blood, 
but the direct abandonment of the idea of conquering the western countries was related to 
diversionary machinations conducted by the Zionists in order to draw Bati into the struggle to 
ascend the throne of the great Khan of the Mongol empire. The Zionists needed the western 
countries for their schemes; they were not going to rely seriously on wild nomads in their global 
politics. In the instance in question, they needed some destructive activity, mainly where Russia 
was concemed. They also needed gold - the gold which, in the final analysis, will come to rest (and 
has already come to rest!) in the vaults of the Zionist dealers, the gold which will serve (and is 
already serving!) the might and the development of Zion. People's suffering and death, the downfall 
of nations, the destruction of civilizations and cultures - all these are but a trifle when compared 
with the Zionists' gold and the Zionists’ great objectives. Such activities alone have already placed 
Zion in unrepayable debt to Russia, China, Central Asia, the Caucasus and other nations. And no 
payment made to Zion is too large where Zion is concerned! The Zionists must renounce their 
policy of expansion, their policy of taking over the world. If they do not, any measures taken 
against them, even the most extreme, will be warranted, and will be historically and politically just. 


Zionism has conducted, and still is conducting, a great number of similar operations by 


which it directs the structure of the world, re-draws the maps of countries and nations, replaces 
régimes, governmental authorities, and ideologies. We have already mentioned some of these 
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operations; future historians will speak of all this in more detail. Zion is persistent and consistent. If 
it does not perform such work, it cannot reach its objectives. 


But apart from the large-scale influences exercised on historical and political events, the 
Zionists have conducted, and still are conducting, smaller-scale operations relating to directing the 
lives of countries and nations. They actually play an essential part in every activity - if it is in any 
way important - which is conducted by the authorities, by economic planners, by persons 
responsible for culture, education, science and the like. They promote, guide or retard that activity, 
depending on what will be beneficial to them. Large matters grow up out of small, as the Zionists 
very well know. 


Their campaigning work is especially important. They place their people everywhere. To be 
more specific, they have two, three or more people, depending on requirements, in each team of 
workers and each area where there are workers - of course, it is not pure-blooded Zionists that are 
engaged on this, but those whose share of Zionist blood is one half, one quarter, etc. They also place 
their people in every office and department where there are engineers or scholars, in every sub- 
faculty of the educational institutes, universities, etc., in every students’ group, in every hospital 
ward, in every shop and storehouse, in every link of the administrative system (including the army, 
the security services, the services responsible for public order, etc.) - in a word, everywhere. From 
the most local structures to the highest, the Zionists are in a position not only to pursue their direct 
economic, financial, administrative, political, ideological, etc., work for the benefit of Zion, but also 
to win over their colleagues and associates in the manner required, that is to win them over to the 
idea of attaining some or other of Zion's economic or political objectives. At times this work of 
campaigning is destructive (sometimes it is done on the quiet and imperceptibly, sometimes 
openly), and at other times it is constructive if to construct something is beneficial to Zion in the 
particular instance. The campaigning may operate to the advantage of the authorities or to their 
detriment. 


THE ZIONISTS' “CULTURAL” ACTIVITIES 


One aspect of the centuries-old, and present-day, operations of the Zionists is the 
undermining and ruining of the culture of other nations, the disintegration of their distinctive 
national features and of their national unity. A related aspect is their activities directed against the 
culture of all mankind, against classical, harmonizing art of all kinds. Destruction, dissonance, 
abstractionism, surrealism and other nastinesses are elevated into a principle. This is then declared 
to be the last word in culture; those who do not accept it are defamed as being retrogrades, as not 
understanding modern art, and so forth. The consciousness and psychology of the masses are 
ruined. This applies both to any particular nation, and to all mankind. The nature of the “cultural 
activities” of the Zionists lies in depriving all the Gentile nations of their particular national roots, 
as well of their roots in a general human sense. That is the nature of the Zionists’ so-called 
cosmopolitanism. The current decline of culture and art in Russia is very directly related to the 
ruinous work of Zionism, and is the direct work of Zionism's hands. In large matters as in small, 
Zionists are everywhere taking control of the organs of administration of culture, art, education and 
science, and are performing relevant work in a manner suitable to Zionism. Specifically, the art of a 
nation, and the roots of a nation's soul, are being perverted, vulgarized and coarsened. This is done 
shamelessly and effectively. They take their activities to the stage where a Russian, for example, 
(and unfortunately this is no rarity) will say: “I can't stand Russian songs!” The point is that he has 
been and still is being served a specially prepared surrogate. The songs which are passed off as the 
songs of a nation frequently bear no relation to the true art of that nation. They are either minor 
pieces of work, or imitations, or things which have been specially corrupted and perverted. 
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Moreover, man has for a long time been sustainedly torn away from his national roots. He is to a 
large extent already denationalized and will consequently better absorb that substitute for culture 
which is of benefit to Zion because it works on people in the spirit which Zion desires. 


THE KAHAL: 
BASIS OF THE ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 


The Zionists are united in their plan of organization. They make important use of the powers 
of the kahal, which is the assembly of the elders of Jewish communes. They have dominant and 
undivided influence within the kahal, and it is through the kahal that they conduct their 
organizational, educational, financial, disciplinary and other operations. They work in a united way 
locally, regionally, across a whole country, and across the entire planet. In this process, they 
coordinate their activities very precisely, operating in a united front, deploying the necessary 
manpower and facilities in the place required, and jointly solving one problem or another. Their 
mutual support and assistance are in fact the mutual assistance which their own troops, military 
units and fighters provide for one another and which assists in winning battles and moving towards 
the overall strategic goal. 


When necessary, they create a tremendous number of their own organizations. There were 
some five hundred such organizations in Russia alone during the period of the revolutions of 1917, 
and there is a colossal number of them in Russia today. These organizations are, on the face of it, 
sometimes unconnected with one another, but in essence they are merely sections of a single battle 
front. These organizations are very mobile and all-embracing, and make use of a variety of methods 
and approaches. But in respect of the objective being aimed at, the strictest unity is retained. Zion 
must make a substantial gain from the work of those organizations, even if some - and sometimes a 
very large number - of its people will have to be sacrificed. They are always prepared to substitute 
one pretext for another, to renounce one organization or another, to introduce another organization, 
to change the method of attack, to concentrate their efforts or disperse them, to change the direction 
in which they will deal their blows, to change their course of action altogether, and so on. That is, 
they are conducting a serious struggle. They are not embarrassed by temporary defeats and failures, 
however weighty the blows dealt them may be. They are a serious enemy. They hit harder than the 
Tatars and Mongols. It is very difficult to defeat them: the struggle will not be easy, but it is utterly 
necessary to defeat them. This is because everyone is threatened with destruction. All the Gentiles 
are threatened with it. To be more precise, all but the pure-blooded Jews are - as already stated - 
also threatened with it. Everyone must realize this, draw the appropriate conclusions, unite and 
actively oppose Zion and its cannibalistic aims and operations. 


THE END JUSTIFIES THE MEANS 


One of the strengths lies in that they are not at all embarrassed about the means they employ. 
The directive which states “The end justifies the means!” was used by the Zionists long before the 
Jesuits. Of course, they have used such means right up to the present day and still are using them. 
Zionists know no moral standards. And why should they? They regard the Gentiles with whom they 
“work” as two-legged animals (please remember the three-in-one formula of Zionism!). Zionists 
employ methods compared with which the activities of the Mafia - i.e. that part of the activities of 
the Mafia which is not under the control of Zion, even though there are few Mafia activities which 
are not under Zionist control - may seem like mere child's play. We have already spoken of the 
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destruction of nations and cultures which occurs during the course of military campaigns, and we 
have said that the Zionists encouraged the war lords into conducting these campaigns. 


They also make systematic use of the spread of diseases when this is necessary in order to 
exert pressure on nations or to “regulate” their numbers. In this process they either reliably protect 
their own people or else sacrifice them. As stated above, the Jewish people are a matter of profound 
indifference to Zionists, who are slaves of an idea and take considerable risks. People's sufferings 
are but a trifle where they are concerned. Zionists give incurable or almost incurable diseases to 
particular individuals, whether these are the enemies of Zion, their relatives, or merely any capable 
person who is not a Zionist. They also oppose the elimination of dangerous diseases, such as 
tuberculosis, cancer and AIDS: they need a scourge with which to lash people. Much can be 
achieved from people by using the threat of disease or the possibility of curing it. Other, equally 
“pleasant” methods are also employed. Specifically, they organize wars, famines, major accidents, 
and the like, whenever this is necessary to enable some Zionist tasks or other to be carried out. 
Some people hold the view that some recent accidents - Chernobyl, Ufa and others - are the work of 
Zionist hands, and that the fomenting of conflicts between the nations of the former Soviet Union is 
their work too. Organizing disasters is beneficial to them, assisting them in their aims; in the case of 
the former Soviet Union their aim is to shake up the country and thus disintegrate it. (All this may 
seem very excessive, but such operations are a commonplace occurrence where Zionism and its 
aims are concerned.) 


The medical profession, which is permeated by Zionists to an enormous degree, helps them 
keep control over people's “health”. This is a powerful and proven weapon of Zionism, assisting 
them to carry out “educational work” on aliens, to remove people who are not welcome to them, to 
cure those from whom any benefits may be obtained, to keep dangerous people on a tight rein and, 
of course, to serve their own people by providing yet another tool for uniting the Zionists and 
giving them mutual support. 


Not only the medical profession, but also specialists in other fields, give the Zionists great 
support in their forward movement. The first reason for this is that the specialists among the 
Zionists make them necessary and valuable. The second is that, when occupying posts in a 
particular field, they can draw other Zionists towards them and place them in jobs in that field. The 
third is that if they are specialists, and are representatives of a whole system of Zionist specialists in 
a country, they can organize the work in the way required by Zionism. Depending on requirements, 
they can develop the work, slow it down, sabotage it or destroy it in one field or another, or do so 
across the whole country. Moreover, after penetrating with their people into the administrative 
apparatus of a country, they can pursue a policy of speeding matters up, slowing them down, 
causing them to stagnate, or destroying them. This is done in the name of the increasing 
disintegration of the country, in the name of Zion's taking over complete power. A nation which has 
been deceived, and still is being deceived, by the Zionists helps the Zionists to achieve their 
intentions and will continue to help them. For example, this applies to the credulous, unconcerned 
Russian people, who are very angry at waiting for such a lengthy period for the good life promised 
them for so long. They have lost faith in achieving power, and are ready to believe the promises of 
the pro-Zionist rogues. They are ready for many things, but they do not understand that they will, 
with their own hands, bring their future destroyers to power! 


MONEY IS POWER 


The Zionists' money is a most important tool of theirs. Money is power - that is a well- 
known truth. But does everyone know that in the USA, for example, over 70% of the capital 
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belongs to Zionists, and that their capital prevails all over the world? They have been accumulating 
it for centuries. The gold of all times and nations is amassed in the vaults of their banks. Both in the 
past and today, the Zionists’ finances have not only served the basic function of finance, namely the 
principle that money brings more money, but have also been employed to make progress towards 
the goals of Zionism: they have been used to finance one measure or another, to provide loans, to 
organize conquests, wars and coups, to bribe persons in office, to bribe and finance leaders, groups, 
parties, to hire armies and bands, to develop trade and industry, to raise matters up or to bring them 
to destruction - all depending on the tasks being pursued by the Zionists. 


In this connection, the corrupting power of money is colossal. A person who has become keen on 
the idea of accumulating money in order to obtain some benefits or other is already to some extent 
in the clutches of Zion. By operating with benefits and money, the Zionists can easily make such a 
person do the things they require: making jobs available, carrying out measures necessary to the 
Zionists, exerting pressure on unwelcome persons, taking part in financial machinations, and the 
like. When such a person enters into financial contact with Zion, he quickly understands its strength 
and bases himself on it. It is not difficult to continue to work on such a person in the spirit required 
by Zion and turn him into a reliable and obedient tool of Zionism. 


Of course, all the power already accumulated by Zionism gives it tremendous strength. They 
possess not only the entire sum total of the power of their specialist personnel, their administration 
and their finances, but also all the influence exerted by their people, and all the strength of the 
organizations they control, as well as of their own organizations. And they are always ready to 
throw all their power into the battle, either for purposes of prevention or else to make a 
breakthrough. They can bring it to bear on one or other country, organization or specific person. Of 
course, the whole of their power is never, or almost never, required. They can sweep from their path 
anything that impedes them, and they can demolish any hindrance and crush any resistance. The 
power of Zion is immense. But the chances of defeating Zion are not non-existent. And the stake in 
the battle is the life of everyone who is not a pure-blooded Jew. The struggle must be waged! And 
victory is possible! Understanding the question, spreading this understanding everywhere, unity in 
the struggle, good organization, ensuring that the individual steps taken and the movement as a 
whole are properly thought out, being active, not delaying matters, determination, courage - these 
are the features that constitute the path of struggle, the path to victory! 


FREEMASONRY 


Zion has many arms, and one of them is Freemasonry. Freemasonry practically came into 
being along with Zionism and is its fellow-traveller. The Freemasons fulfil approximately the same 
role for Zionism as the Jesuits do for Roman Catholicism. The early Freemasons were the builders 
of the Temple of Solomon. Large numbers of secret Freemasonic lodges have at all times served as 
a means of fooling people by promising to build a better world, a world of goodness, charity, 
equality and justice, but in actual fact as a means of enticing people into the nets of Zion, of placing 
them under Zion's command and, through those people, directing countries and events. There is a 
distinction between Jewish and Gentile Freemasonic lodges and organizations. The Gentile ones are 
of course lower in rank, but it is precisely through them that Zion exercises direct control. 
Influential politicians, public figures, scholars, persons active in literature and art, military men, 
members of the administrative machinery, and the like, are drawn into the Gentile lodges and 
organizations, and it is through such people that Zion's decisions are put into effect. Freemasony is 
strong. But it is still only one of the arms. The head is Zion. Freemasonry must be combated. But 
the main blow ought to be dealt against Zionism, which controls Freemasonry. At the same time 
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one should bear in mind that, even without Freemasonry, Zion, by using its own strength, has 
achieved, is achieving and will achieve its own objectives if it is not stopped. 


ANTISEMITISM: 
ZIONISM'S WEAPON 


A powerful weapon employed by Zionism is that of accusing anti-Zionists of being 
antisemitic. But persons who publicly oppose one Jew or another, even if only in business affairs, 
are also accused of antisemitism. Playing on people's feelings of compassion, sympathy and charity, 
they accuse a specific person of racism, of misanthropy, of egoistically favouring a particular ethnic 
group, of chauvinism, and of having a completely inadequate attitude towards the Jews, who are 
described as “a people who are perpetually hounded, downtrodden, quiet, inoffensive, and 
undeservingly despised and abused”. (See the section above on the system which Zionists employ 
for spreading opinions about the Jews.) And who would like those around him to think that he is 
such a monster? Some people genuinely are antisemitic. But antisemitism is in fact generated 
precisely by Zionism and by the Zionist moods and actions which Jews display. On the other hand 
the Zionists do not as a rule behave scornfully towards genuine antisemites, who are not to be 
confused with anti-Zionists. The latter are opposed not to the Jews but to their Zionism. Antisemites 
are even useful to Zionists. The first reason for this is that they serve the aim of herding the Jews 
together, of uniting the Jews for purposes of defence and self-preservation. The second reason is 
that the statements made by antisemites are frequently absurd and their actions are excessively 
emotional, crude and cruel; and the finger of blame can be pointed at someone by saying: “Look, 
this person” - referring to an honest, intelligent, active anti-Zionist - “is just like that person!” - 
referring to someone known to be a foolish and cruel antisemite. Thirdly, the antisemites 
themselves are fairly harmless when it comes to opposing the objectives of Zionism. At times of 
disturbance and unrest, they can of course slaughter the Jews of a particular locality, but they will 
never elevate themselves into struggling against Zionism, because they despise the Jews and 
consider that the Jews are by no means a powerful force but merely a base, pushy, worthless nation. 
The Zionists' system of spreading opinions about the Jews has worked effectively on those 
antisemites. Due to their inability to oppose Zionism, they do not represent an obstacle to Zionism's 
goals. Where the possible slaughter of Jews - and it sometimes actually takes place - is concerned, 
Zionists reckon that not all the Jews will be slaughtered, and that those remaining will work all the 
more actively for Zion for that reason. Zion is said to be the defender and rescuer of those who 
remain. This “rescuer” includes in its calculations the fact that there will be some slaughters of Jews 
by antisemites! The Zionists themselves foster the antisemites. We have already said that, apart 
from this, antisemitism is naturally generated by the Zionism of the Jews. An ordinary person can 
by no means always rise to a position where he understands the part played by ideology and 
organization. He sees Jews behaving badly and, without going into a deep analysis of the problem 
and without separating the Zionism of a Jew from that Jew himself, he begins to consider that the 
Jews are bad as a nation and he begins to hate Jews. Antisemitism is generated and regenerated by 
Zionism! And the reverse also applies: antisemitism nurtures Zionism in a hidden way; it helps the 
Zionists to bring the Jews under the power of Zion. 


With rare exceptions, an antisemite cannot elevate his behaviour into anti-Zionism. His 
hatred of and contempt for the Jews blur his vision. If one disregards the Zionism of the Jews, then 
the Jews are an extremely deserving nation. They are intelligent, persistent, highly adaptable, well- 
organized, gifted and sober. They love life and they have an inclination towards unity and 
collectivism. It is not merely a matter of Zionists suggesting all this to them. The Jews really do 
possess these abilities. But unfortunately it is precisely the merits of this nation that make Zionism 
so dangerous. If the Jews were like the antisemites think they are, then Zionism would not in fact 
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constitute such a serious threat to people or, what is more, to mankind as a whole. But Zionism as it 
is in reality, and basing itself on the merits of the Jewish nation, represents an extremely great 
danger which can only be averted by persistent, active, powerful, well-organized, consistent and 
purposeful struggle. Victory or death. That is by no means merely a brash slogan. For the Gentile 
part of mankind, these words take on an entirely real sense: if you do not defeat Zionism, you will 
be physically destroyed by the Zionists! 


CONCLUSION 


We have described what Zionism amounts to, have briefly described the history of its 
struggle, have given a partial account of its present state, and have also referred to some of the 
tactical and methodical devices used in Zionist operations. We have, at least by way of giving a 
general directive, said something about what people must do to rid themselves of this threat. Very 
well. But what is to be done with the Zionists themselves and with the Jewish people who are 
imbued with Zionism? The history and nature of Zionism prove that this task can only be performed 
on a worldwide scale. Then what is the final situation which must be achieved as a result of anti- 
Zionist operations? The physical destruction of the Jewish people is not appropriate. At least, 
mankind will only have the right to resort to that extreme measure if the situation becomes entirely 
hopeless. (Unfortunately, the Zionists, in moving towards their goal, are bringing mankind closer 
and closer to the brink of such a situation.) So what ought to be done? 


The point is that the Zionists have themselves already indicated the route which the solution 
of the Jewish question may very easily take. The pity is that the means which they chose in this 
route proved to be unworthy and that they did not seriously intend to pursue this route to the end. 
The only reliable method of putting matters in order for literally everyone, both Jews and the entire 
Gentile population of the Earth, is that the Jews should renounce their aims of taking over the world 
- in fact, that means that they should renounce Zionism - and that they should be resettled in Israel. 


“Mankind has yet to pronounce its final word on this great tribe.” 
M. Dostoyevskiy. 
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APPENDICES: 


THE CATECHISM OF THE JEW 
IN THE FORMER SOVIET UNION 


The text below was published in Tel Aviv in 1958, but was not published in the official 
press in Russia. The text consists of advice to Jews on how to behave in the former USSR in 
order to achieve Zionist goals. However, this text, with a few minor modifications depending 
on the particular country, could serve as advice to Zionists on how to behave towards Gentiles 
in any Gentile country in which Zionists are living. Thus the word “Russians”, referring to 
non-Jewish Russians, in the text below, can be replaced by “English people” (referring to non- 
Jewish English people) in England, by “French people” (referring to non-Jewish French 
people) in France, and so on in every country where there is a substantial Jewish presence. 
Any Gentile who has Jewish acquaintances will find them adopting many of the methods 
described below as part of their everyday behaviour. This text is undoubtedly very 
enlightening. 


JEWS! Love one another, help one another! Help each other even if you hate each other! 


Our strength lies in unity. Unity is the token of our success, and it is our salvation and our 
prosperity. Many nations perished after becoming dispersed, because they did not have a clear-cut 
programme of action or a feeling of comradeship. But we, thanks to our feeling of collectivism, 
have gone on for centuries and have survived while living among other nations. We have remained 
intact, have multiplied and have grown stronger. 


Unity is an objective, but it is also a means of achieving an objective. This is the point. 
Unity is what must be striven for. Everything else is derivative, and will come automatically. 


Help one another, do not be afraid of being regarded as nationalists, and do not be afraid of 
protectionism. This nationalism of ours is our chief instrument. Our nationalism is international, 
and that is why it is eternal. The way towards our nationalism is open to Jews of all nationalities, all 
denominations and all parties. The only true internationalism is that which is tied to the Jews by 
links of blood. All other forms of internationalism are merely provocation and deceit. Operate on a 
broader scale in drawing towards yourselves people who are close to you by reason of their birth. 
Only they can provide you with the living environment desired. 


Form your national groups of specialists. Groups of specialists are the Holy of Holies. Such 
groups decide everything. Today's specialist groups are our tomorrow. Every laboratory, every 
university department and every institute must become the place where our national groups of 
specialists are created. 


Prepare young Jewish people for the task of continuing the tradition of former generations. 
Let every generation of Gentiles conflict with our system of defence in depth. Every time the older 
generation disappears from the scene, it must be replaced by an even more powerful cohort of 
young Jews who have been given the right training at the proper time and have become strong as a 
result. To achieve this, our young people must be promoted to positions of leadership as early as 
possible on the grounds that they are mature and brilliant. Even if this is not yet true, they will 
mature on the job. HE WHO IS IN POWER IS IN THE RIGHT. We must pass on to our children 
more than we received from our fathers, and our children, after preserving what they have received 
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and adding to it, will in turn pass it on to their offspring. Continuity from generation to generation is 
our strength, our stability and our immortality. 


The world is cruel, and there is no place in it for philanthropy. Every nation is the creator of 
its own happiness. It is not our business to worry about Russian national groups of specialists. If 
they do not think about themselves, why should we think about them? Do not follow the example of 
the Russians and the Arabs, who live contemplatively, hoping that an off-chance may arise. Do not 
expect any favours from nature - our task is to take the favours ourselves. 


Create your own groups and use these groups to throw out the Gentiles. Remember: all 
highly paid, influential and profitable jobs are our national income. Remember that every Gentile 
who has reached our level can occupy a post which might have belonged to each one of us. We 
create our groups so that goys cannot prevent us from living the way we want to. Let the goys try to 
create their own groups. They will scarcely succeed in this, and they will fall out with one another 
before they manage to achieve anything. We shall help them in that. 


THE RUSSIANS ARE INCAPABLE OF THINKING DEEPLY, ANALYSING OR 
ARRIVING AT DEEP GENERALIZATIONS. THEY ARE LIKE PIGS WHO LIVE WITH 
THEIR SNOUTS BURIED IN THE GROUND, NOT SUSPECTING THAT THERE IS A SKY. 
They interpret all phenomena in too superficial and specific a way. They do not see facts as a 
sequence, and do not understand how facts interrelate. They are unable to think, generalize or form 
abstractions. To them, every event is only an event, however frequently it may occur. 


Our ideology is basically opposed to that of the goys. They say: “Less is better.” We say: 
“More is better.” They say: “It is better to be poor but healthy than rich and sick.” We say: “It is 
better to be healthy and rich than poor and sick.” They say: “To give is as pleasant as to receive.” 
We say: “To give can be pleasant, but to receive is useful as well.” They say: “Act in accordance 
with the law. That is your duty.” We say: “Act contrary to the law, and I shall show you my 
gratitude.” They say: “Win the victory or die.” Our slogan is: “Win the victory in order to live, but 
live in order to win the victory.” (What is the point of victory if there is no life? One must wait until 
the bitterness of defeat is over - everything will come to him who can wait.) 


All the knowledge and skills that they possess, we possess too. They do not need to know or 
feel the things which we know and feel. Everything that they have constitutes the limit of what they 
are capable of. Everything that we have is our means for achieving more. EVERYTHING WHICH 
THEY HAVE TODAY IS OURS AND IS FOR THEIR TEMPORARY USE. IT IS OUR TASK 
TO TAKE FROM THEM THE THINGS WHICH GOD HAS BEQUEATHED TO US. 


The Russians are obstinate, but they are not persistent enough when it comes to attaining an 
objective. They are lazy, and that is whey they are always in a hurry. They try to solve all problems 
at a stroke. They sacrifice small things for the sake of the major, decisive task of winning a victory. 
But that victory either does not come at all, or else, having won the victory, they are no better off 
than before. WE PROFESS THE TACTICS OF SMALL VICTORIES, ALTHOUGH WE DO 
NOT OBJECT TO LARGE VICTORIES. A SMALL VICTORY IS ALSO A VICTORY! 


The Russians neither know how to lead, nor how to submit. They are saboteurs by reason of 
their genetic makeup. The Russians are envious, and they hate their colleagues if the latter rise 
above the grey masses of the people. Give them the chance to tear to pieces these colleagues who 
have been promoted, and they will tear him to pieces with pleasure. Jews! Always act as arbitrators, 
adopt the posture of being peacemakers, defend the “unhappy people” against whom the crowd is 
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up in arms, but only do so to such an extent as to gain a reputation as a good, objective person. With 
a little self-possession, you will take over the position of the person whom a short while ago you 
tore to pieces. WHEN TWO RUSSIANS FIGHT ONE ANOTHER, A JEW IS THE WINNER. Set 
the Russians against one another, arouse in them envy towards one another. Always do this 
imperceptibly and subtly, operating under a cover of benevolence. Let them fight among 
themselves. You will always be the arbitrator. 


RUSSIANS DO NOT KNOW HOW TO LIVE, OR HOW TO SET THEMSELVES 
TASKS. WE SET THEM EPHEMERAL TASKS, AND THEY TRY TO CARRY OUT THOSE 
TASKS. 


The Russians do not know how to make requests, regarding it as humiliating to do so. But 
they are in any event poor and humiliated. We say: “Every humiliation is a blessing if it produces 
an advantage.” One can humiliate oneself in order to achieve a goal, and it is possible to humiliate 
oneself with dignity. NOTHING IS IMMORAL IF IT ASSISTS OUR PEOPLE TO BECOME 
WELL-ESTABLISHED AND PROSPEROUS. THE END ILLUMINATES THE MEANS. 


The Russians are stupid and coarse. They refer to their stupidity and coarseness as honesty, 
decency and well-principled behaviour. The inability of the Russians to adapt and change their 
behaviour so as to suit the situation, and their lack of any mental flexibility, are described by 
Russians as “being true to themselves,” as “adherence to principle”. Goys are so stupid and coarse 
that they do not even know how to lie. Again, they call their primitiveness and stupidity honesty 
and decency, although they are by nature mendacious and dishonest. In ancient times the goys 
referred to their characteristically primitive behaviour as barbarity, in the Middle Ages they termed 
it chivalry, and later they called it gentlemanly conduct. They committed suicide out of empty 
principles. LET THEM CONTINUE TO DO SO! 


They are restricted in their possibilities, and for this reason they set limits to everything. But 
we say: “Man's possibilities are unlimited, because man behaves in accordance with 
circumstances!” 


Always remember the limits which goys set themselves. The thinking of the goys has 
stagnated within these limits, and they are unable to go beyond them. Therein lies their misfortune 
and our advantage. Speak and act in a way which their morality and their concepts do not permit. 
Do things which seem to them to be impossible and incredible. They will not believe that you are 
capable of words and actions of which they are not capable. 


Speak and act in a way which is confident, energetic, aggressive, discouraging and stunning. 
Produce more noise and oral trumpery, and say more things which are incomprehensible and 
pseudo-scientific. Create theories, hypotheses, tendencies, schools, practicable and impracticable 
methods. The more extravagant, the better! Do not be confused because no one needs these theories, 
or because by tomorrow they will have been forgotten about. A new day, and with it new ideas, will 
come. It is here that our self-assertion, our superiority, and the power of our spirit, all find 
expression. Let the goys bear the brunt of the ideas we float. Let them rack their brains looking for 
any grains of rationality in our ideas, and let them seek and find in our ideas things which are not 
there. Tomorrow we shall give their primitive brains some new food to chew on. 


It does not matter what you say. What matters is how you say it. Your self-confidence will 
be perceived as conviction, your ambition will be thought to be loftiness of mind, and your manner 
of preaching and putting people right will be regarded as superiority. TWIST THE BRAINS OF 
THE GOYS, AND WORK THE GOYS UP INTO A NERVOUS STATE! Place the upstarts and 
bawlers in a compromising position, and stir up the pride of the crowd against any sceptics. In your 
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discussions and debates, use rhetorical methods which border on the indecent. If anyone doubts 
what you are saying and objects to it, ask him his surname, where he works and what his job is. 
This will usually shock and intimidate the goys, and they will retreat. Demand replies, and when 
you have received them, say over and over again, without analysing the essence of the replies: “It's 
not like that, it's not like that at all!” 


If some know-it-all tries to expose you, the others will not listen to him and will condemn 
him, because by exposing you he is proving them guilty of stupidity, and the crowd will not forgive 
this. 


If a Russian tries to show his worth and to attract attention to himself, you must create more 
sound effects at that moment, shuffle your feet, stand up and walk about, make creaking noises with 
the chairs, laugh, chatter, hum something under your breath, cough and blow your nose, and 
interrupt him by making speeches, conversing, telling jokes, and the like. Cause the Russians a 
mass of petty, annoying inconveniences of which they are not immediately aware. Place your things 
on top of their belongings, tread on their feet, breathe in their faces, and talk in a provocatively loud 
way. Let them constantly feel your elbow in their side. The Russians cannot endure this for long. To 
avoid any scandals, they will go away, leaving the place free for you to occupy... They think it is 
particularly smart to slam the door and walk away. Give them the opportunity to do so! POLITE 
IMPERTINENCE IS OUR WATCHWORD! 


Accuse of antisemitism those who try to expose you. Pin the label of “antisemite” on them, 
and you will see with what pleasure the other goys will take up this version. On the whole, all 
Russians are antisemites, but as soon as you pin this label on one Russian, he becomes defenceless, 
because all the others will throw him to us as a sacrifice and will destroy him with their own hands. 
And we shall attach the stigma to the next victim. 


Play on the soft-heartedness of the Russians. Make yourselves out to be poor and unhappy, 
arouse compassion and sympathy for yourselves, spread rumours about the eternally suffering 
nation, about persecution in the past and discrimination today. THE TACTIC OF THE “POOR 
JEW” HAS BEEN PROVING ITS WORTH FOR THOUSANDS OF YEARS! Even if the 
Russians have less than us, they will nonetheless help us to have more. The Russians like being 
benefactors and guardians, and every beggar strives to be a benefactor, because that raises his 
status. The generosity of the Russians increases in the same measure as their ability to put it into 
effect decreases. Take from them what they can give: a mangy sheep will at least yield a tuft of 
wool! 


Interpret all phenomena in the light of our interests. Every phenomenon must, without fail, 
be considered from the point of view of the harm or benefit it produces for the Jews! 


Inform one another about everything which may harm or benefit us. Information is the Holy 
of Holies! Money, groups of specialists, and information: these are the three supports upon which 


our well-being is founded! 


It is every Jew's sacred duty and obligation to inform another Jew of what the goys intend to 
do. You helped me today, I shall help you tomorrow - therein lies our strength. 
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Our God bequeathed to us the task of ruling the world, and we rule it. Our task is to keep the 
world in our hands. Keep in your hands the means of propaganda and information: the press, radio, 
television and cinema. We must penetrate further into the apparatus of Party and State authority. 
Regarding any question, form a public opinion which takes account of our national interests. 


Any trifle can be turned into a problem, and any problem into a trifle. Not one public 
process must be allowed to drift of its own accord. If it does not benefit us, slow it down, or direct it 
against our enemies, the goys. We must be at the head of any undertaking, so that we can guide it in 
the required direction. 


Be the leaders in everything, strive always to be the first! Cultivate within yourself the 
characteristics of leadership. Do this every hour, every minute, even in the trifles of everyday life. 
Do not give way in anything. Try not to give way even in respect of trifles, whether they be your 
seat in a bus or train or your place in a queue in a shop. 


In any working group, take the power into your own hands and direct the group in our 
interests. We must carry out the administrative and creative part of the production process. Let the 
goys provide the preparatory material and technical basis for our creative work. Let them look after 
the cleanliness of the work rooms and guard the fruits of our labours. Let their position be no higher 
than that of a porter or cleaner. 


It is permissible, by way of an exception, to allow goys of non-Russian extraction to do 
creative work. Do not allow Russians to do this! We shall always deserve blame if we allow 
Russians to do such work. And do not be afraid of us gaining a reputation as nationalists: when 
persons of mixed nationality with an admixture of Jewish blood or, if the worst comes to the worst, 
representatives of ethnic minorities, are present, this will produce for us an illusion of 
internationalism. If you have a vacancy, only appoint a Jew to fill it. 


If you cannot do this, cancel the post. If you can do neither the one nor the other, appoint an 
Asian. If none is available, take a Pole, a Ukrainian or, if the worst comes to the worst, a 
Byelorussian. All these have scores to settle with the Russians. After they have been worked on for 
a while they will become your allies. They are all only antisemites in their own native lands. In 
Russia it is more beneficial to them to be internationalists. By these means they will find the 
necessary area within which they can exist. Make use of these means they adopt. 


Do not openly destroy the monuments to the ancient history of Russia, but also do not 
restore those monuments. Years will pass, and the monuments will collapse of their own accord. 
And hooligans and “lovers of the past” will take them away little by little, brick by brick. Pretend 
not to notice this because you are occupied with major tasks of the national economy. A nation 
without a history is like a child without parents. Such a nation can be moulded into whatever is 
required. One can impose upon such a nation one's own philosophy and one's own way of thinking. 


By this method, whole nations can be inevitably deprived of their particular individuality. First they 
will lose their history and traditions, and then we shall form them in our own image. 


Keep every step taken by influential and forward-looking Russians under a never-slackening 
control. Do not allow them to go off by themselves and unite. Do not permit any intimate, direct 
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links to develop between them. Any contacts they have must be with us and through us. Therein lies 
information and influence. Do not permit them to discuss any problems without us being present. 
Where there are two Russians, there must be at least one Jew. Be omnipresent! 


If you do not succeed in blocking the young and forward-looking Russians and in preventing 
them from expressing themselves, place them under rule. Draw them into your groups, surround 
them with a strong Jewish milieu, and deprive them of any contacts and acquaintances of which you 
do not have knowledge. Compel them to marry Jewesses, and only then give them the go-ahead. Do 
not be afraid: their children will be ours whatever happens. Whoever the bull that leapt on board 
may belong to, its calf will be ours. 


By helping such Russians, you are contributing to the cause of our Jewish community. From 
that time on their wages will be our national income. They will, for their children's sake, lose their 
“citizens' rights”, their feelings and their minds, and in any case it will not be possible for them to 
be antisemitic. Cohabitation with a Jewess is one way of attracting talented Russians into our sphere 
of influence and interest. 


Take beautiful, healthy Russian women as your wives. Let them bear us healthy offspring 
and improve our race. Thus, every forward-looking Russian must be given a Jewish girl friend or 
boy friend. If every Russian takes at least one Jew away with him, we shall all be all right. 


Give bribes and presents to the Russians. Give them cognac and vodka to drink, or, better 
still, spirits sold under a State monopoly. They will sell anything, including their own Russia, in 
exchange for trinkets and poison. 


A final piece of advice. Be vigilant. The Spanish Inquisition and German fascism must not 
be repeated. Nip in the bud any attempts to put society in opposition to us, and destroy any anti- 
Jewish tendencies at the very outset, whatever shape they may take. Fascism is not an accidental 
phenomenon. It arises in places where we underestimate the local people's efforts to be the owners 
of their own land. Fascism develops secretly in all nations. Luckily for us, different nations start 
practising fascism at different times and under different names. 


Buy up, steal and destroy any works which reveal our tactics and strategy and which 
represent the Jews in a poor light. Do not permit such works to be re-published. The goy nations 
must not remember or know the actual reasons for Jewish pogroms and persecutions. They must 
only know our interpretation of such questions. 


Pay particular attention to recalcitrant, obstinate people who do not want to bow to our 
superiority, do not want to work for us and are opposed to our practices and our policies. Sooner or 
later such people will develop into antisemites. Do not allow little antisemites to grow into people 
who take part in big pogroms. Let them tire themselves out at the very outset with their stubborn 
idea of national dignity. Expose them, use any pretext and any reason to place them in a 
compromising position, and oppose them with all the means available. So long as they are alone, 
they will be unable to hold out against our collectivism and against our onslaught. They may be in 
the right a thousand times over with their trivialities. But they are in the wrong nonetheless if they 
stand in our way. 


Spread compromising rumours about these obstinate people, give them a dubious reputation, 


and in the end they will then begin to be feared by those who support them, who know them well 
and who have a very high opinion of them. 
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You must deprive them of any links and contacts, and make it impossible for them to work 
effectively. Cast doubt on whether the work they are doing, and the positions they hold, serve any 
useful purpose. Isolate them, stir up the crowd against them, deprive them of influential positions in 
society, and provoke them into conflicts. Humiliate them, ignore them, offend them by giving unfair 
incentives and imposing unjust penalties, and when they protest, accuse them of being disobedient, 
insubordinate, quarrelsome and troublesome. 


Appeal to the public and to the administrative authorities, drag these obstinate people before 
the Party Committee and to the police. If possible, take them to court. 


If you are older than them, accuse them of breaching the principle of respect for one's elders. 
If you are the same age as them, accuse them of breaching the principle of brotherhood, and be 
quite sure to blame them for violating the principle of internationalism. The effectiveness of these 
methods has been proved over many generations. This is how all so-called “exploiters” act, being 
impelled by the need to keep the nations in a state of obedience. The chief point is that they must be 
accused. Let them try to defend themselves. Anyone who tries to defend himself is already half 
guilty! 


If the opportunity arises, move their behaviour into the political arena, write denunciations 
and anonymous letters about them, accuse them of antisocial behaviour and economic sabotage. 
Provoke them into publicly opposing State power, and then destroy them with the aid of that same 
State power. 


Only those who submissively follow us and go along with us have the right to privileges and 
a quiet life. Those who wish to go their own independent way are potentially dangerous and must be 
deprived of all kinds of support and of the means of existence. 


There must either be the order we impose, or there must be complete disorganization. Chaos 
must reign in any place where goys wish to manage without us! Act so that disorder continues until 
the exhausted goys, having become desperate, ask us to take power into our own hands and give 
them a quiet life. 


The goys must work under our leadership and be beneficial to us. Those who are of no 
benefit to us must be expelled. There is no public benefit beyond our interests! Anyone who is not 
with us is against us! An eye for an eye! A tooth for a tooth! That is what Moses taught, and that is 
how our forefathers lived. And that is how we shall live too. Revenge is a sacred feeling. It forms a 
person's character and consolidates his position. Abandon any feeling of submissiveness and 
humility towards those who have offended us. Let the stupid goys keep for themselves the slogans 
of Christian charity, meekness, humility and self-denial - they are exactly what the goys are worthy 
of. 


Propagate and implant the Christian “virtues” among the goys, but as for yourselves, you 
must remain hard and uncompromising at heart. Be uncompromising towards our enemies! If you 
forgive them a small offence today, they will inflict a big offence on you tomorrow. Do not become 
accustomed to being offended, and repel other people's desire to cause you offence. 
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Let the goys urge one another to be cautious, moderate and flexible in relation to us. Let 
them be cautious in holding back our onslaught. We must act decisively and rapidly, always 
confronting them with accomplished facts. After this, let them hold long, fruitless discussions. They 
have no weapon against our methods. Even if, after reaching a tough decision, they do one thing - 
by the time they have had this idea, reached an agreement and done that one thing, we shall have 
done ten more important things. Let the resistance they offer be the stimulus we require, and not an 
obstacle to us. We need their opposition so that we can maintain our fighting spirit and our 
preparedness, but that is the only purpose for which we need it. 


Never relax the pressure. The tougher the resistance of the goys is, the greater our 
expenditure will be. Our income, and the amounts which we accumulate, will therefore have to 
increase correspondingly. The profit we are making today must cover any possible losses in future 
pogroms, which take place in every country from time to time. Let the goys pay today for the fact 
that they will later, somewhere in the world, take back part of what is theirs. 


We must always be ready to leave the anger and hatred of the goys behind and go away to a 
place where people will accept us because they reckon that the economy can be revived by means 
of our capital. 


Part of our strategy is to switch countries from time to time in search of more favourable 
living conditions. This is the meaning of the symbol of Agasfer, the “ETERNAL JEW”, 
indefatigable optimist and eternal wanderer. 


But if we do have to go away, we must go away healthy and rich, and not poor and sick. 
Money is our means of transport. 


We move our centre of gravity to the place to which our money, our capital, has previously 
been transferred. 


From time to time - after becoming materially stronger in the countries of the diaspora, and 
after collecting our tribute from them - we assemble in the land of our forefathers to fortify our 
spirit, our power, our symbols, and our belief in unity. 


We assemble in order to disperse again. And so on throughout all the ages. 


(PUBLISHED IN TEL AVIV IN 1958) 


WHAT WE DO NOT LIKE ABOUT THE ZIONISTS 


A volume would have to be written to give a true chronicle of the part played by Jews in the 
revolution, of the rdle of Jews in the Bolshevik venture, and of their leadership of the Communist 
Party. Several volumes of “appendices” consisting of documentary data confirming one allegation 
or another would have to be added to that volume. At the present time it is not in anyone's power, 
neither is it necessary, to compile such a volume. 


We are asked: “What do you not like about us?” I shall permit myself to reply by referring 


firstly to the neo-antisemites who came into being along with the revolution, and secondly to the 
eleven years for which Soviet power has been at the helm of government: 
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We do not like the fact that you played too prominent a part in the revolution which proved 
to be a very great deceit and falsification. 


We do not like the fact that you were the backbone of the Communist Party. 


We do not like the fact that you have for many years, by your organization and your 
tenacious insistence and willpower, consolidated and strengthened the most senseless and bloody 
enterprise which mankind has ever known since the world was created. 


We do not like the fact that this enterprise was conducted in fulfilment of the doctrine of 
Karl Marx, a Jew. 


We do not like the fact that this dreadful business was played out by exerting pressure on the 
Russians and that it has brought unspeakable losses both to the Russians as a whole and to each 
Russian individually. 


We do not like the fact that you Jews, despite being a comparatively small group in the 
population of Russia, took an entirely disproportionate part in the vile operations described above. 


We do not like the fact that you have in fact become our masters. 


We do not like the fact that, having become our masters, you tured out to be rulers who 
were very far from kind. If one remembers how we behaved towards you when power was in our 
hands, and if one compares this with how you, the Jews, behave towards us today, the difference is 
stupendous. Under your power, Russia became a country of dumb slaves; they do not even have the 
ability to gnaw at their chains. You complained that anti-Jewish pogroms were taking place while 
“the historical Russian régime” (i.e. the Tsarist régime) ruled the country. These pogroms seem like 
children's toys when compared with the pogrom against the whole of Russia which has been 
committed during your eleven years of rule! And you ask what we do not like about you!!!... 


V. V. Shulgin 
“What We Do Not Like About The Jews” 
1929 


PETER THE GREAT AND HIS DAUGHTER ON THE JEWS 


One of Peter the Great's orders was worded as follows: “I would rather see Mohammedans 
and heathens in my country than Jews. The latter are cheats and scoundrels. They do not have 
permission to settle and set up their affairs here. Despite my instructions, they are attempting to 
accomplish this by bribing my officials.” 


Yelizaveta Petrovna, the daughter of Peter the Great, issued the following order: “All Jews, 
both men and women, irrespective of their position or wealth, must immediately go outside the 


borders of Russia...” 


“Along the Course of the Millennia” 
Published by “Molodaya gvardiya”, Moscow 
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THE JEWISH QUESTION 


1. The repatriation of the Jews out of Russia and into other countries must be furthered in 
accordance with what the Jews freely state to be their intention. 


2. Zionism must be acknowledged to be guilty firstly of the criminal seizure of power during the 
revolution of October 1917, and secondly of the occupation of Russia by the Zionists. 


3. Zionism must be acknowledged to be guilty of unleashing the Red Terror, the Civil War and the 
genocide of the Russian people. 


4. Zionism must be acknowledged to be guilty of robbing the Russian people, destroying Russia and 
reducing the Russians to a state of humiliating poverty by imposing the Zionist yoke. 


5. Zionism must be acknowledged to be guilty of creating the Zionist Communist economy, in 
which a deficit of basic goods is artificially maintained in the interests of Zionist rule, while the 
inhabitants of Russia are compelled to stand in ignominious queues in empty shops to obtain the 
most necessary items. 


6. Efforts must be made to place Zionism on public trial. 


7. The Zionists must be deported out of Russia. 


From the Programme of the Russian Party of Russia. 
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THE 

NAMELESS 

WAR 

BY CAPTAIN A. H. M. RAMSAY 


ERE is the story that people have said would never 

be written in our time—the true history of events 
leading up to the Second World War, told by one who 
enjoyed the friendship and confidence of Mr. Neville 
Chamberlain during the critical months between Munich 
and September, 1939. 


There has long been an unofficial ban on books dealing 
with what Captain Ramsay calls ‘‘ The Nameless War,”’ 
the conflict which has been waged from behind the 
political scene for centuries, which is still being waged 
and of which very few are aware. The publishers of 
‘“ The Nameless War ’’ believe this latest exposure will 
do more than any previous attempt to break the con- 
spiracy of silence. The present work, with much addi- 
tional evidence and a fuller historical background, is 
the outcome of the personal experiences of a public 
figure who in the course of duty has discovered at first- 
hand the existence of a centuries old conspiracy against 
Britain, Europe, and the whole of Christendom. 


(turn to inside back cover) 
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PROLUGUE 


Epwarp I banished the Jews from England for many 
grave offences endangering the welfare of his realm and lieges, 
which were to a great extent indicated in the Statutes of 
Jewry*, enacted by his Parliament in 1290, the Commons 
playing a prominent part. 

The King of France very shortly followed suit, as did 
other Rulers in Christian Europe. So grave did the situation 
for the Jews in Europe become, that an urgent appeal for 
help and advice was addressed by them to the Sanhedrin, 
then located at Constantinople. 


This appeal was sent over the signature of Chemor, 
Rabbi of Arles in Provence, on the 13th January, 1489. The 
reply came in November, 1489, which was issued over the 
signature of V.S.S. V.F.F. Prince of the Jews. It advised 
the Jews of Europe to adopt the tactics of the Trojan Horse ; 
to make their sons Christian priests, lawyers, doctors, etc., 
and work to destroy the Christian structure from within. 


The first notable repercussion to this advice occurred in 
Spain in the reign of Ferdinand and Isabella. Many Jews 
were by then enrolled as Christians, but remaining secretly 
Jews were working to destroy the Christian church in Spain 

So grave became the menace finally, that the Inquisition 
was instituted in an endeavour to cleanse the country from 
these conspirators. Once again the Jews were compelled to 
commence an exodus from yet another country, whose hos- 
pitality they had abused. 


Trekking eastwards, these Jews joined other Jewish 


* See Appendix 2. 
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communities in western Europe ; considerable numbers flowed 
on to Holland and Switzerland. 


From now on these two countries were to become active 
centres of Jewish intrigue. Jewry, however, has always 
needed a powerful seafaring nation to which to attach itself. 

Great Britain, newly united under James I, was a rising 
naval power, which was already beginning to sway the four 
corners of the discovered world. Here also there existed a 
wonderful field for disruptive criticism ; for although it was 
a Christian kingdom, yet it was one most sharply divided as 
between Protestant and Catholic. 


A campaign for exploiting this division and fanning 
hatreds between the Christian communities was soon in 
process of organisation. How well the Jews succeeded in 
this campaign in Britain may be judged from the fact that 
one of the earliest acts of their creature and hireling Oliver 
Cromwell, after executing the King according to plan, was 
to allow the Jews free access to England once more. 


10 


I 


THE BRITISH REVOLUTION 


“Tr was fated that England should be the first of a series 
of Revolutions, which is not yet finished.” 

With these cryptic words Isaac Disraeli, father of 
Benjamin Earl of Beaconsfield, commenced his two volume 
life of Charles I published in 1851. A work of astonishing 
detail and insight, much information for which, he states, 
was obtained from the records of one Melchior de Salom, 
French envoy in England during that period. 


The scene opens with distant glimpses of the British 
Kingdom based upon Christianity, and its own ancient 
traditions ; these sanctions binding Monarchy, Church, State, 
nobles and people in one solemn bond on the one hand; on 
the other hand, the ominous rumblings of Calvinism. 


Calvin, who came to Geneva from France, where his 
name was spelt Cauin, *possiblya French effort to spell 
Cohen, organised great numbers of revolutionary orators, not 
a few of whom were inflicted upon England and Scotland. 
Thus was laid the groundwork for revolution under a cloak 
of religious fervour. 


On both sides of the Tweed these demagogues contracted 
all religion into rigid observance of the “ Sabbath.” To use 
the words of Isaac Disraeli, “ the nation was artfully divided 
into Sabbatarians and Sabbath breakers.” “Calvin,” states 
Disraeli, “deemed the Sabbath to have been a Jewish 
ordinance, limited to the sacred people.” He goes on to 
say that when these Calvinists held the country in their 
power, “it seemed that religion chiefly consisted of Sab- 
batarian rigours ; and that a British senate had been trans- 

*Note. At B’nai B’rith meeting in Paris reported in ‘Catholic Gazette 
in Feb 1936 he was claimed to be of Jewish extraction. 
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formed into a company of Hebrew Rabbins”: and later. 
“In 1650, after the execution of the King, an Act was passed 
inflicting penalties for a breach of the Sabbath.” 

Buckingham, Strafford and Laud are the three chief 
figures round the King in these early stages : Men on whose 
loyalty to himself, the nation, and the ancient tradition 
Charles can rely. 

Buckingham, the trusted friend of King James I, and of 
those who had saved his life at the time of the Gowrie Con- 
spiracy (of ominous cabbalistic associations) was assassinated 
in the early years of King Charles’ reign under mysterious 
circumstances. 

Strafford, who had been in his early days inclined to 
follow the opposite faction, later left them; and became a 
staunch and devoted adherent of the King. 

This opposition faction became steadily more hostile to 
Charles and by the time that they were led by Pym had 
decided to impeach Strafford. ‘“‘ The King,” writes Disraeli, 
“regarded this faction as his enemies”; and he states that 
the head of this faction was the Earl of Bedford. Walsh, 
the eminent Catholic historian, states that a Jew wine 
merchant named Roussel was the founder of this family in 
Tudor times. 

With the impeachment and execution of Strafford, the 
powers behind the rising Calvinist, or Cohenist, Conspiracy 
began to reveal themselves, and their focus, the City of 
London. 

At this time there suddenly began to appear from the 
City armed mobs of “ Operatives” (the medieval equivalent 
for “ workers” no doubt). Let me quote Disraeli: “ They 
were said to amount to ten thousand .. . . with war-like 
weapons. It was a militia for insurgency at all seasons, and 
might be depended upon for any work of destruction at the 
cheapest rate ... . as these sallied forth with daggers and 
bludgeons (from the city) the inference is obvious that this 
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train of explosion must have been long laid.” 

It must indeed ; and we must recollect here, that at this 
time Strafford was still unexecuted, and civil war in the 
minds of none but of those behind the scenes, who evidently 
had long since resolved upon and planned it. 

These armed mobs of “ workers” intimidated all and 
sundry, including both Houses of Parliament and the Palace 
at critical moments, exactly on the model employed later 
by the “ Sacred Bands ” and the “ Marseillais ” in the French 
Revolution. 

Isaac Disraeli draws again and again startling parallels 
between this and the French Revolution: Notably in his 
passages on the Press, “no longer under restraint,” and the 
deluge of revolutionary pamphlets and leaflets. “‘ From 1640 
to 1660,” he writes, “ about 30,000 appear to have started 
up.” And later, “the collection of French revolutionary 
pamphlets now stands by the side of the French tracts of the 
age of Charles I, as abundant in number and as fierce in 
passion.” 

He goes on, “ Whose hand behind the curtain played 
the strings .. . . could post up a correct list of 59 commoners, 
branding them with the odious title of ‘ Stratfordians or 
betrayers of their country ’.” 

Whose hand indeed ? But Disraeli who knew so much, 
now discreetly draws a veil over that iron curtain; and it is 
left to us to complete the revelation. 

To do so we must turn to such other works as the 
Jewish Encyclopedia, Sombart’s work, The fews and 
Modern Capitalism, and others. From these we learn that 
Cromwell, the chief figure of the revolution, was in close 
contact with powerful Jew financiers in Holland; and was 
in fact paid large sums of money by Manasseh Ben Israel ; 
whilst Fernandez Carvajal, “The Great Jew” as he was 
called, was the chief contractor of the New Model Army. 

In The Jews in England we read :—“ 1643 brought a large 
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contingent of Jews to England, their rallying point was the 
house of the Portuguese Ambassador De Souza, a Marano 
(secret Jew). Prominent among them was Fernandez 
Carvajal, a great financier and army contractor.” 


In January of the previous year, the attempted arrest of 
the five members had set in violent motion the armed gangs 
of “ Operatives ” already mentioned, from the city. Revolu- 
tionary pamphlets were broadcasted on this occasion, as 
Disraeli tells us : “‘ Bearing the ominous insurrectionary cry 
of ‘To your tents, O Israel’.” Shortly after this the King 
and the Royal Family left the Palace of Whitehall. The 
five members with armed mobs and banners accompanying 
them, were given a triumphal return to Westminster. The 
stage was now set for the advent of Carvajal and his Jews 
and the rise of their creature Cromwell. 


The scene now changes. The Civil War has taken its 
course. The year is 1647: Naseby has been won and lost. 
The King is virtually a prisoner, while treated as an honoured 
guest at Holmby House. 


According to a letter published in Plain English* on 3rd 
September, 1921 :— 


“The Learned Elders have been in existence for a much 
longer period than they have perhaps suspected. My friend, 
Mr. L. D. van Valckert, of Amsterdam, has recently sent me a 
letter containing two extracts from the Synagogue at Mulheim. 
The volume in which they are contained was lost at some period 
during the Napoleonic Wars, and has recently come into Mr. 
van Valckert’s possession. It is written in German, and contains 
extracts of letters sent and received by the authorities of the 
Mulheim Synagogue. The first entry he sends me is of a letter 
teceived :— 


16th Fune, 1647. 


From O.C. (i.e. Oliver Cromwell), by Ebenezer Pratt. 
In return for financial support will advocate admission of 
Jews to England: This however impossible while Charles living. 


* A weekly review published by the North British Publishing 
Co. and edited by the late Lord Alfred Douglas. 
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Charles cannot be executed without trial, adequate grounds for 
which do not at present exist. Therefore advise that Charles 
be assassinated, but will have nothing to do with arrangements 
for procuring an assassin, though willing to help in his escape. 
In reply was despatched the following :— 
12th Fuly, 1647. 
To O.C. by E,. Pratt. 


Will grant financial aid as soon as Charles removed and 
Jews admitted. Assassination too dangerous. Charles shall be 
given opportunity to escape: His recapture will make trial and 
execution possible. The support will be liberal, but useless to 
discuss terms until trial commences.” 


With this information now at our disposal, the subsequent 
moves on the part of the regicides stand out with a new 
clearness. On 4th June, 1647, Cornet Joyce, acting on secret 
orders from Cromwell himself, and, according to Disraeli, 
unknown even to General-in-Chief Fairfax, descended upon 
Holmby House with 500 picked revolutionary troopers, and 
seized the King. According to Disraeli, “‘The plan was 
arranged on May 30th at a secret meeting held at Cromwell’s 
house, though later Cromwell pretending that it was without 
his concurrence.” 


This move coincided with a sudden development in the 
army ; the rise of the “ Levellers ” and “ Rationalists.” Their 
doctrines were those of the French revolutionaries ; in fact, 
what we know today as Communism. These were the 
regicides, who four times “‘ purged ” Parliament, till there was 
left finally 50 members, Communist-like themselves, known 
later as the Rump. 


To return to the letter from Mulheim Synagogue of the 
12th June, 1647, and its cunning suggestion that attempted 
escape should be used as a pretext for execution. Just such 
an event took place, on 12th November of that year. Hollis 
and Ludlow consider the flight as a stratagem of Cromwell’s. 


Isaac Disraeli states: ‘Contemporary historians have 
decided that the King from the day of his deportation from 
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Holmby to his escape to the Isle of Wight was throughout 
the dupe of Cromwell.” 

Little more remains to be said. Cromwell had carried 
out the orders from the Synagogue, and now it only remained 
to stage the mock trial. 

Maneeuvring for position continued for some time. And 
it became apparent that the House of Commons, even in their 
partially “‘ purged ” condition, were in favour of coming to 
an agreement with the King. On 5th December, 1648, the 
House sat all night ; and finally carried the question, “‘ That 
the King’s concessions were satisfactory to a settlement.” 

Should such agreement have been reached, of course, 
Cromwell would not have received the large sums of money 
which he was hoping to get from the Jews. He struck again. 
On the night of December 6th, Colonel Pryde, on his instruc- 
tions, carried out the last and most famous “ purge ” of the 
House of Commons, known as “ Pryde’s Purge.” On 4th 
January, the Communist remnant of 50 members, the Rump, 
invested themselves with “‘ the supreme authority.” 

On 9th January “a High Court of Justice” to try the 
King was proclaimed. Two-thirds of its members were 
Levellers from the Army. 

Algernon Sidney warned Cromwell: “ First, the King 
can be tried by no court. Second, no man can be tried by 
this court.” So writes Hugh Ross Williamson in his Charles 
and Cromwell; and he adds a finishing touch to the effect 
that “no English lawyer could be found to draw up the 
charge, which was eventually entrusted to an accommodating 
alien, Isaac Dorislaus.” 

Needless to say, Isaac Dorislaus was exactly the same 
sort of alien as Carvajal and Manasseh Ben Israel and the 
other financiers who paid the “ Protector” his blood money. 

The Jews were once again permitted to land freely in 
England in spite of strong protests by the sub-committee of 
the Council of State, which declared that they would be a 
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grave menace to the State and the Christian religion. Perhaps 
it is due to their protests that the actual act of banishment 
has never to this day been repealed. 

“The English Revolution under Charles I,” writes Isaac 
Disraeli, “was unlike any preceding one. ... From that 
time and event we contemplate in our history the phases of 
revolution.” There were many more to follow on similar lines, 
notably in France. In 1897 a further important clue to these 
mysterious happenings fell into Gentile hands in the shape 
of the Protocols of the Elders of Zion. In that document we 
read this remarkable sentence: ‘‘ Remember the French 
Revolution, the secrets of its preparation are well known to 
us for it was entirely the work of our hands.” 


The Elders might have made the passage even fuller, 
and written, ‘“‘ Remember the British and French revolutions, 
the secrets of which are well known to us for they were entirely 
the work of our hands.” 


The difficult problem of the subjugation of both King- 
doms was still however unsolved. Scotland was Royalist 
before everything else; and she had proclaimed Charles II 
King. Cromwell’s armies marched round Scotland, aided by 
their Geneva sympathisers, dispensing Judaic barbarity ; but 
Scotland still called Charles I] King. He moreover accepted 
the Presbyterian form of Christianity for Scotland; and 
slowly but steadily the feeling in England began to come 
round to the Scottish point of view. Finally upon the death 
of Cromwell, all Britain welcomed the King’s restoration to 
the throne of England. 


In 1660 Charles IT returned ; but there was an important 
difference between the Kingdom he had fled from as a boy, 
and the one to which he returned as King. The enemies of 
Kingship were entrenched within his Kingdom now, and as 
soon as the stage should be set for renewing the propaganda 
against the papacy and so, dividing once more persons, all 
of whom considered themselves as part of Christ’s Church, 
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the next attack would develop. The next attack would aim 
at placing the control of the finances of both Kingdoms in 
the hands of the Jews, who were now firmly ensconced 
within. 

Charles evidently had no consciousness of the Jewish 
problem or plans, or the menace they held for his peoples. 
The wisdom and experience of Edward I had become lost in 
the centuries of segregation from the Jewish virus. 

A consciousness of the danger to the Crown in placing 
his enemies in possession of the weapon of a “ Popish Plot ” 
cry he did retain. 

With James II’s accession, the crisis could not be long 
delayed. The most unscrupulous pamphleteering and propa- 
ganda was soon in full swing against him, and it is no surprise 
to find that many of the vilest pamphlets were actually printed 
in Holland. This country was now quite openly the focus 
for all disaffected persons; and considerable comings and 
goings took place during these years. 

Stories were brought to the King that his own brother- 
in-law had joined those who plotted against him; but he 
utterly refused to credit them, or take any action till news 
came that the expedition against himself was actually under 
way. 

The chief figure amongst those who deserted James at 
that crucial juncture was John Churchill, first Duke of Marl- 
borough. It is interesting to read in the Jewish Encyclopedia 
that this Duke for many years received not less than £6,000 
a year from the Dutch Jew Solomon Medina. 

The real objective of the “ Glorious Revolution” was 
achieved a few years later in 1694, when the Royal consent 
was given for the setting up of the “ Bank of England” and 
the institution of the National Debt. This charter handed 
over to an anonymous committee the Royal prerogative of 
minting money ; converted the basis of wealth to gold; and 
enabled the international money lenders to secure their loans 
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on the taxes of the country, instead of the doubtful under- 
taking of some ruler or potentate which was all the security 
they could previously obtain. 


From that time economic machinery was set in motion 
which ultimately reduced all wealth to the fictitious terms of 
gold which the Jews control; and drained away the life 
blood of the land, the real wealth which was the birthright 
of the British peoples. 


The political and economic union of England and 
Scotland was shortly afterwards forced upon Scotland with 
wholesale corruption, and in defiance of formal protests from 
every county and borough. The main objects of the Union 
were to suppress the Royal Mint in Scotland, and to force 
upon her, too, responsibility for the “ National Debt.” The 
grip of the moneylender was now complete throughout Britain. 
The danger was that the members of the new joint Parliament 
would sooner or later, in the spirit of their ancestors, challenge 
this state of affairs. 


To provide against this, therefore, the party system was 
now brought into being, frustrating true national reaction and 
enabling the wire-pullers to divide and rule; using their 
newly-established financial power to ensure that their own 
men and their own policies should secure the limelight, and 
sufficient support from their newspapers, pamphlets, and 
banking accounts to carry the day. 

Gold was soon to become the basis of loans, ten times 
the size of the amount deposited. In other words, £100 in 
gold would be legal security for £1,000 of loan; at 3% 
therefore £100 in gold could earn £30 interest annually with 
no more trouble to the lender than the keeping of a few 
ledger entries. 

The owner of £100 of land, however, still must work 
every hour of daylight in order to make perhaps 4%. The 
end of the process must only be a matter of time. The 
moneylenders must become millionaires; those who own 
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and work the land, the Englishman and the Scotsman, must 
be ruined. 


The process has continued inexorably till now, when 
it is nearly completed. It has been hypocritically camouflaged 
by clever propaganda as helping the poor by mulcting the 
rich. It has been in reality nothing of the kind. It has 
been in the main the deliberate ruination of the landed 
classes, the leaders among the Gentiles, and their supplanting 
by the Jew financiers and their hangers-on. 


2 


THE FRENCH REVOLUTION 


THe French Revolution of 1789 was the most startling 
event in the history of Europe since the fall of Rome 

A new phenomenon then appeared before the world 

Never before had a mob apparently organised successful 
revolution against all other classes in the state, under high 
sounding, but quite nonsensical slogans, and with methods 
bearing not a trace of the principles enshrined in those slogans. 
Never before had any one section of any nation conquered 
all other sections ; and still less swept away every feature 
of the national life and tradition, from King, religion, nobles, 
clergy, constitution, flag, calendar, and place names to 
coinage. 

Such a phenomenon merits the closest attention ; 
especially in view of the fact that it has been followed by 
identical outbreaks in many countries. 

The main discovery that such an examination will reveal 
is this fact: the revolution was not the work of Frenchmen 
to improve France. It was the work of aliens, whose object 
was to destroy everything, which had been France. 

This conclusion is borne out by the references to 
foreigners” in high places in the Revolutionary Councils, 
not only by Sir Walter Scott, but by Robespierre himself. 

We have the names of several of them, and it is clear 
that they were not British, or Germans, or Italians, or any 
other nationals; they were, of course, Jews. 

Let us see what the Jews themselves have to say about 
it :— 

‘Remember the French Revolution to which it was we who 
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gave the name of ‘ Great.’ The secrets of its preparation are well 
known to us for it was wholly the work of our hands.” 


Protocols of Zion—No. 7. 


“We were the first to cry among the masses of the people 
the words ‘Liberty, Equality, Fraternity.. The stupid Gentile 
poll parrots flew down from all sides on to these baits, and 
with them carried away the well-being of the world. The 
would-be-wise men of the Gentiles were so stupid that they could 
not see that in nature there is no equality, and there cannot be 
freedom (meaning, of course, freedom as understood by Socialists 
and Communists, freedom to wreck your own country).” 


Protocols of Zion—No. 1. 


With this knowledge in our possession we shall find we 
possess a master key to the intricate happenings of the French 
Revolution. The somewhat confused picture of characters 
and events moving across the screen, which our history books 
have shown us, will suddenly become a concerted and con- 
nected human drama. 


When we begin to draw parallels between France of 
1789, Britain of 1640, Russia of 1917, Germany and Hungary 
of 1918-19, and Spain of 1936, we shall feel that drama grip 
us with a new and personal sense of reality 


“Revolution is a blow struck at a paralytic.” Even so, 
however, it must be obvious that immense organisation, and 
vast resources, as well as cunning and secrecy far above the 
ordinary are necessary for its successful preparation. 


It is amazing indeed that people should suppose that 
“mobs ” or “ the people ” ever have, or ever could, undertake 
such a complicated and costly operation. No mistake more- 
over could be more dangerous; for it will result in total 
inability to recognise the true significance of events, or the 
source and focus of a revolutionary movement. The process 
of organising revolution is seen to be firstly the infliction of 
paralysis ; and secondly, the striking of the blow or blows. 
It is for the first process, the production of paralysis, that 
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the secrecy is essential. Its outward signs are debt, loss of 
publicity control, and the existence of alien-influenced secret 
organisations in the doomed state. 

Debt, particularly international debt, is the first and 
over-mastering grip. Through it men in high places are 
suborned, and alien powers and influences are introduced 
into the body politic. When the debt grip has been firmly 
established, control of every form of publicity and political 
activity soon follows, together with a full grip on industrialists. 
The stage for the revolutionary blow is then set. The grip 
of the right hand of finance established the paralysis ; while 
it is the revolutionary left that holds the dagger and deals 
the fatal blow. Moral corruption facilitates the whole 
process. 


By 1780 financial paralysis was making its appearance 
in France. The world’s big financiers were firmly established. 
“They possessed so large a share of the world’s gold and 
silver stocks, that they had most of Europe in their debt, 
certainly France.” So writes Mr. McNair Wilson in his Life 
of Napoleon, and continues on page 38: “A change of a 
fundamental kind had taken place in the economic structure 
of Europe whereby the old basis had ceased to be wealth 
and had become debt. In the old Europe wealth had been 
measured in lands, crops, herds and minerals; but a new 
standard had now been introduced, namely, a form of money 
to which the title ‘credit’ had been given.’ 


The debts of the French Kingdom though substantial 
were by no means insurmountable, except in terms of gold; 
and had the King’s advisers decided to issue money on the 
security of the lands and real wealth of France, the position 
could have been fairly easily righted. As it was the situation 
was firmly gripped by one financier after another, who either 
could not or would not break with the system imposed by the 
international usurers. 


Under such weakness, or villainy, the bonds of usury 
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could only grow heavier and more terrible, for debts were 
in terms of gold or silver, neither of which France produced. 


And who were the potentates of the new debt machine ; 
these manipulators of gold and silver, who had succeeded in 
turning upside down the finances of Europe, and replacing 
teal wealth by millions upon millions of usurious loans ? 


The late Lady Queenborough, in her important work 
Occult Theocrasy gives us certain outstanding names, taking 
her facts from L’Anti-Semitisme by the Jew Bernard Lazare, 
1894. In London she gives the names of Benjamin Goldsmid 
and his brother Abraham Goldsmid, Moses Mocatta their 
partner, and his nephew Sir Moses Montifiore, as being 
directly concerned in financing the French Revolution, along 
with Daniel Itsig of Berlin and his son-in-law David Fried- 
lander, and Herz Cerfbeer of Alsace. 


These names recall the Protocols of Zion, and turning 
up Number 20 we read :— 

“The gold standard has been the ruin of States which 
adopted it, for it has not been able to satisfy the demands for 
money, the more so as we have removed gold from circulation 
as far as possible.” 


And Again :— 
““Loans hang like a Sword of Damocles over the heads of 
rulers who .... come begging with outstretched palm.” 


No words could describe more aptly what was overtaking 
France. Sir Walter Scott in his Life of Napoleon, Vol. 1, thus 
describes the situation :— 

“ These financiers used the government as bankrupt prodigals 
are treated by usurious moneylenders, who feeding their extrava- 
gance with the one hand, with the other wring out of their ruined 
fortunes the most unreasonable recompenses for their advances. 
By a long succession of these ruinous loans, and the various rights 
granted to guarantee them, the whole finances of France were 
brought to total confusion.” 

King Louis’ chief finance minister during these last years 
of growing confusion was Necker, “a Swiss” of German 


24 


THE NAMELESS WAR 


extraction, son of a German professor of whom McNair 
Wilson writes :— 

“Necker had forced his way into the King’s Treasury 
as a representative of the debt system owning allegiance to 
that system.” 

We can easily imagine what policy that allegiance 
inspired in Necker; and when we add to this the fact that 
his previous record was that of a daring and unscrupulous 
speculator, we can understand why the national finances of 
France under his baneful egis rapidly worsened, so that after 
four years of his manipulations, the unfortunate King’s 
government had contracted an additional and far more serious 
debt of £170,000,000. 

By 1730 Freemasonry had been introduced into France 
from England. By 1771 the movement had attained such 
proportions that Phillipe Duc de Chartres afterwards d’Orleans 
became Grand Master. This type of freemasonry was largely 
innocent, both in policy and personnel in its early days; but 
as events proved, the real moving spirits were ruthless and 
unscrupulous men of blood. 


The Duc d’Orleans was not one of these latter. Though 
a man of little principle, and an extravagant, vain and 
ambitious libertine, he had no motives beyond the ousting 
of the King, and the establishing of a democratic monarchy 
with himself as that monarch. Having in addition but little 
intelligence, he made the ideal stalking horse for the first 
and most moderate stage of revolution, and a willing tool of 
men whom he probably scarcely knew; and who sent him 
to the guillotine soon after his base and ignominious role 
had been played. 


The Marquis de Mirabeau who succeeded him as the 
leading figure of the Revolution was cast in much the same 
role. He was a much abler man than d’Orleans, but so foul 
a libertine that he was shunned by all his own class, and 
imprisoned more than once at the instance of his own father. 
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He is known to have been financed by Moses Mendlessohn, 
head of the Jewish Illuminati, and to have been more in the 
company of the Jewess Mrs. Herz than was her husband. 
He was not only an early figure-head in French Freemasonry 
in the respectable years, but introduced Illuminism into 
France. 


This Illuminism was a secret revolutionary society behind 
freemasonry. The Illuminati penetrated into all the lodges 
of Grand Orient Freemasonry, and were backed and organised 
by cabbalistic Jews. It is interesting to note that the Duc 
d’Orleans and Talleyrand were both initiated into Illuminism 
by Mirabeau shortly after the latter had introduced it into 
France, from Frankfurt, where its headquarters had been 
established in 1782 under Adam Weishaupt. 


In 1785 there happened a strange event, which makes 
it seem as though the heavenly powers themselves made a 
last moment attempt to warn France and Europe against 
these massing powers of evil. Lightning struck dead a 
messenger of the Illuminati at Ratisbon. The police found 
on the body papers dealing with plans for world revolution. 
Thereupon the Bavarian Government had the headquarters 
of the Illuminati searched, and much further evidence was 
discovered. French authorities were informed, but the pro- 
cess of paralysis was too far advanced, and no action resulted. 

By 1789 there were more than two thousand Lodges in 
France affiliated to the Grand Orient, the direct tool of 
international revolution; and their adepts numbered over 
100,000. 


Thus we get Jewish Illuminism under Moses Mendelssohn 
and Masonic Illuminism under Weishaupt established as the 
inner controls of a strong secret organisation covering the 
whole of France. Under the I!Juminati worked Grand Orient 
Freemasonry, and under that again the Blue, or National, 
Masonry had operated until it was converted over-night into 
Grand Orient Masonry by Phillipe d’Orleans in 1773. Little 
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did Egalité suspect the satanic powers that he was invoking, 
when he took that action, and satanic they certainly were. The 
name Lucifer means “ Light Bearer”; and Illuminati those 
who were lit by that light. 


By the time the Estates General met at Versailles on 
Sth May, 1789, the paralysis of the executive authority by 
the secret organisations was complete. 


Paralysis by control of public opinion and publicity was 
well advanced by then also. 

This was the manner of its accomplishment. 

By 1780 d’Orleans’ entire income of 800,000 livres, thanks 
to his reckless gambling and extravagance, was mortgaged 
to the moneylenders. In 1781, in return for accommodation, 
he signed papers handing over his palace, estates, and house 
the Palais Royal, to his creditors, with powers to form there 
a centre of politics, printing, pamphleteering, gambling, lec- 
tures, brothels, wine-shops, theatres, art galleries, athletics, 
and any other uses, which subsequently took the form of 
every variety of public debauchery. In fact, Egalité’s financial 
masters used his name and property to instal a collossal 
organism for publicity and corruption, which appealed to 
every lowest instinct in human nature; and deluged the 
enormous crowds so gathered with the filthy, defamatory and 
revolutionary output of its printing presses and debating clubs. 
As Scudder writes in A Prince of the Blood :—“‘It gave the 
police more to do than all the other parts of the city.” It 
is interesting to note that the general manager installed by 
the creditors at the Palais Royal was one de Laclos, a political 
adventurer of alien origin, author of Liaisons Dangereuses, 
and other pornographic works, who was said “to study the 
politics of love because of his love for politics.” 

This steady stream of corruption and destructive propa- 
ganda was linked with a series of systematic personal attacks 
of the vilest and most unscrupulous nature upon any public 
characters whom the Jacobins thought likely to stand in their 
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way. This process was known as “ L’infamie.” 


Marie Antoinette herself was one of the chief targets for 
this typically Jewish form of attack. No lie or abuse was 
too vile to level at her. More intelligent, alert, and vigorous 
than the weak and indolent Louis, Marie Antoinette presented 
a considerable obstacle to the revolution. She had, more- 
over, received many warnings regarding freemasonry from 
her sister in Austria ; and no doubt was by this time more 
awake to its significance than when she had written to her 
sister some years previously : 


“I believe that as far as France is concerned, you worry 
too much about freemasonry. Here it is far from having the 
significance that it may have elsewhere in Europe. Here every 
thing is open and one knows all. Then where could the danger 
be ? One might well be worried if it were a question of a political 
secret society. But on the contrary the government lets it spread, 
and it is only that which it seems, an association the objects of 
which are union and charity. One dines, one sings, one talks, 
which has given the King occasion to say that people who drink 
and sing are not suspect of organising plots. Nor is it a society 
of atheists, for we are told God is on the lips of all. They are 
very charitable. They bring up the children of their poor and 
dead members. They endow their daughters. What harm is 
there in all that?” 


What harm indeed if these blameless pretentions masked 
no darker designs ? Doubtless the agents of Weishaupt and 
Mendelssohn reported on to them the contents of the Queen’s 
letter; and we can imagine them shaking with laughter, 
and rubbing their hands in satisfaction; hands that were 
itching to destroy the very life of France and her Queen ; 
and which at the appropriate hour would give the signal that 
would convert secret conspiracy into the “ massacres of 
September ” and the blood baths of the guillotine. 


In order to further the campaign of calumny against the 
Queen, an elaborate hoax was arranged at the time, when 
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the financiers and grain speculators were deliberately creating 
conditions of poverty and hunger in Paris. 


A diamond necklace valued at nearly a quarter of a 
million was ordered at the Court jewellers in the Queen’s 
name by an agent of the Jacobins. The unfortunate Queen 
knew nothing of this affair until the necklace was brought 
round to her for acceptance, when she naturally disclaimed 
anything to do with the matter, pointing out that she would 
consider it wrong to order such a thing when France was 
in so bad a financial way. The printing presses of the Palais 
Royal, however, turned full blast on to the subject; and 
every kind of criticism levelled at the Queen. A further 
scandal was then engineered for the presses. Some prostitute 
from the Palais Royal was engaged to disguise herself as 
the Queen ; and by a forged letter the Cardinal Prince de 
Rohan was induced to meet the supposed Queen about mid- 
night at the Palais Royal, supposing he was being asked 
for advice and help by the Queen on the subject of the 
necklace. This event, needless to say, was immediately 
reported to the printing presses and pamphleteers, who started 
a further campaign containing the foulest innuendoes that 
could be imagined concerning the whole affair. The moving 
spirit behind the scene was Cagliostro, alias Joseph Balsamo, 
a Jew from Palermo, a doctor of the cabbalistic art, and a 
member of the Hluminati, into which he was initiated at 
Frankfurt by Weishaupt in 1774. When the necklace had 
finally served its purpose, it was sent over to London, where 
most of the stones were retained by the Jew Eliason. 


Attacks of a similar nature were directed against many 
other decent people, who resisted the influence of the Jacobin 
clubs. After eight years of this work the process of paralysis 
by mastery of publicity was complete. 


In every respect therefore by 1789, when the financiers 
forced the King to summon the Estates General, the first 
portion of their plans for revolution (i.e. paralysis) were 
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accomplished. 

It now only remained to strike the blow or series of 
blows, which were to rob France of her throne, her church, 
her constitution, her nobles, her clergy, her gentry, her 
bourgeoisie, her traditions, and her culture ; leaving in their 
place, when the guillotine’s work was done, citizen hewers 
of wood and drawers of water under an alien financial 
dictatorship. 

From 1789 onwards a succession of revolutionary acts 
were set in motion; each more violent than the one pre- 
ceeding it; each unmasking fresh demands and more violent 
and revolutionary leaders. In their turn each of these Jeaders, 
a puppet only of the real powers behind the revolution, is 
set aside ; and his head rolls into the basket to join those of 
his victims of yesterday. 

Phillipe Egalité, Duc d’Orleans, was used to prepare the 
ground for the revolution; to protect with his name and 
influence the infancy of the revolutionary club ; to popularise 
freemasonry and the Palais Royal: and to sponsor such 
acts as the march of the women to Versailles. The “women” 
on this occasion were mostly men in disguise. 


d’Orleans was under the impression that the King and 
Queen would be assassinated by this mob, and himself pro- 
claimed a democratic King. The real planners of the march. 
however, had other schemes in view. One main objective 
was to secure the removal of the royal family to Paris, where 
they would be clear of protection from the army, and under 
the power of the Commune or Paris County Council in which 
the Jacobins were supreme. 

They continued to make use of Egalité right up to the 
time of the vote on the King’s life, when he crowned his 
sordid career by leading the open vote in voting for the 
death of his cousin. His masters thereafter had no further 
use for his services ; and he very shortly followed his cousin 
to the guillotine amidst the execrations of all classes. 
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Mirabeau played a similar role to that of Egalité. He 
had intended that the revolution should cease with the setting 
up of Louis as a democratic monarch with himself as chief 
adviser. He had no desire to see violence done to the King. 
On the contrary, in the last days before he died mysteriously 
by poison, he exerted all his efforts to get the King removed 
from Paris, and placed in charge of loyal generals still 
commanding his army. He was the last of the moderates 
and monarchists to dominate the Jacobin club of Paris ; that 
bloodthirsty focus of revolution, which had materialised out 
of the secret clubs of the Orient Masons and Illuminati. It 
was Mirabeau’s voice, loud and resonant, that kept in check 
the growing rage of the murderous fanatics who swarmed 
therein. There is no doubt that he perceived at last the true 
nature and strength of the beast, which he had worked so 
long and so industriously to unchain. 

In his last attempt to save the royal family by getting 
them out of Paris, he actually succeeded in shouting down 
all opposition in the Jacobin club. That evening he died 
by a sudden and violent illness; and, as the author of The 
Diamond Necklace writes: ‘Louis was not ignorant that 
Mirabeau had been poisoned.” 

Thus, like Phillipe Egalité, and later Danton and 
Robespierre, Mirabeau too was removed from the stage 
when his role had been played. We are reminded of the 
passage in Number 15 of the Protocols of Zion :— 

“We execute masons in such wise that none save the 
brotherhood can ever have a suspicion of it.” And again :— 

“In this way we shall proceed with those goy masons 
who know too much.” 

As Mr. E. Scudder writes in his Life of Mirabeau :— 

“He died at a moment when the revolution might still 
have been checked.” 

The figure of Lafayette occupies the stage on several 
important occasions during these first revolutionary stages. 
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He was one of those simple freemasons, who are borne they 
know not whither, in a ship they have not fully explored, 
and by currents concerning which they are totally ignorant. 

While a popular figure with the revolutionary crowds, 
he very severely handled several incipient outbreaks of 
revolutionary violence, notably in the march of the women 
to Versailles, during the attack on the Tuilleries, and at the 
Champs de Mars. He, too, desired the establishment of a 
democratic monarchy, and would countenance no threat to 
the King even from Phillipe Egalité, whom he treated with 
the utmost hostility during and after the march of the women 
to Versailles, believing on that occasion that Egalité intended 
the assassination of the King, and the usurpation of the 
Crown. 

He evidently became an obstacle to the powers behind the 
revolution, and was packed off to a war against Austria, 
which the Assembly forced Louis to declare. Once he did 
dash back to Paris in an effort to save the King; but he 
was packed off again to the war. Mirabeau’s death followed, 
and Louis’ fate was sealed. 

The wild figures of Danton, Marat, Robespierre, and the 
fanatics of the Jacobin club now dominated the scene. 

In September of 1792 were perpetrated the terrible 
“September massacres”; 8,000 persons being murdered in 
the prisons of Paris alone, and many more over the country. 

It should be noted here, that these victims were arrested 
and held till the time of the massacre in the prisons by one 
Manuel, Procurer of the Commune. 

Sir Walter Scott evidently understood much concerning 
the influences which were at work behind the scenes. In his 
Life of Napoleon, Vol. 2, he writes on page 30 :— 

“The demand of the Communauté de Paris,* now the 
Sanhedrin of the Jacobins, was, of course, for blood.” 

Again, on page 56 he writes :— 


* The Paris County Council, equivalent to the L.C.C. in London. 
32 


THE NAMELESS WAR 


“The power of the Jacobins was irresistible in Paris, 
where Robespierre, Danton and Marat shared the high places 
in the synagogue.” (Author’s italics.) 

Writing of the Commune, Sir Walter Scott states in the 
same work :—“ The principal leaders of the Commune seem 
to have been foreigners.” Some of the names of these 
“ foreigners” are worthy of note. There was Chlodero de 
Laclos, manager of the Palais Royal, said to be of Spanish 
origin. There was Manuel, the Procurer of the Commune, 
already mentioned. He it was who started the attack upon 
royalty in the Convention, which culminated with the execu- 
tion of Louis and Marie Antoinette. There was David the 
painter, a leading member of the Committee of Public 
Security, which “tried” the victims. His voice was always 
raised calling for death. Sir Walter Scott writes that this 
fiend used to preface his “ bloody work of the day with the 
professional phrase, ‘let us grind enough of the Red’.” 

David it was who inaugurated the Cult of the Supreme 
being; and organised “the conducting of this heathen 
mummery, which was substituted for every external sign of 
rational devotion.” (Sir Walter Scott, Life of Napoleon, 
Vol. 2.) 

There were Reubel and Gohir, two of the five “ Direc- 
tors,” who with a Council of Elders became the government 
after the fall of Robespierre, being known as the Directoire. 

The terms “ Directors’ and “Elders” are, of course, 
characteristically Jewish. 

One other observation should be made here ; it is that 
this important work by Sir Walter Scott in 9 volumes, reveal- 
ing so much of the real truth, is practically unknown, is never 
reprinted with his other works, and is almost unobtainable. 

Those familiar with Jewish technique will appreciate 
the full significance of this fact; and the added importance 
it lends to Sir Walter Scott’s evidence regarding the powers 
behind the French Revolution. 
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To return to the scene in Paris. Robespierre now remains 
alone, and apparently master of the scenes; but this again 
was only appearance. Let us turn to the Life of Robespierre, 
by one G. Renier, who writes as though Jewish secrets were 
at his disposal. He writes :— 

“From April to July 1794 (the fall of Robespierre) the 
terror was at its height. It was never the dictatorship of a 
single man, least of all Robespierre. Some 20 men (the 
Committees of Public Safety and of General Security) shared 
the power.” 

“On the 28th July, 1794,” to quote Mr. Renier again, 
““ Robespierre made a long speech before the Convention .. . 
a phillipic against ultra-terrorists . . . uttering vague general 
accusations. ‘I dare not name them at this moment and 
in this place. I cannot bring myself entirely to tear asunder 
the veil that covers this profound mystery of iniquity. But 
I can affirm most positively that among the authors of this 
plot are the agents of that system of corruption and extrava- 
gance, the most powerful of all the means invented by 
foreigners for the undoing of the Republic; I mean the 
impure apostles of atheism, and the immorality that is at its 
base ’.” 

Mr. Renier continues with all a Jew’s satisfaction :— 

“Had he not spoken these words he might still have 
triumphed!” In this smug sentence Mr. Renier unwittingly 
dots the i’s and crosses the t’s, which Robespierre had left 
uncompleted. 

Robespierre’s allusion to the “corrupting and secret 
foreigners” was getting altogether too near the mark ; a little 
more and the full truth would be out. 

At 2 a.m. that night Robespierre was shot in the jaw 
and early on the following day dragged to the guillotine. 

Again let us recall Protocol 15 :— 

“In this way we shall proceed with goy masons who 
know too much.” 
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Note.—In a somewhat similar manner Abraham Lincoln 
was shot and killed by the Jew Booth on the evening of his 
pronouncement to his cabinet that he intended in future to 
finance U.S. loans on a debt free basis similar to the debt 
free money known as “ Greenbacks,” with which he had 
financed the Civil War. 
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THE RUSSIAN REVOLUTION 


MONSIEUR FRANCOIS Cory, the celebrated scent manufac- 
turer, wrote in Figaro on 20th February, 1932 :—“ The 
subsidies granted to the Nihilists at this period (1905-1917) 
by Jacob Schiff, of Kuhn Loeb and Co., New York, were 
no longer acts of isolated generosity. A veritable Russian 
terrorist organisation had been set up at his expense. It 
covered Russia with its emissaries.” 


This creation of terrorist formations by Jews within a 
country marked down for revolution, whether they be called 
Nihilists or as in France in 1789, “Sacred Bands,” or 
“ Marseillais ” ; or ‘‘ Operatives,” as in the Britain of Charles 
I, now stands revealed as standard technique. Jacob Schiff 
also financed Japan in her war against Russia 1904-5, as we 
learn from the Jewish Encyclopedia. 


This war was immediately followed by an attempt at 
revolution on a considerable scale in Russia, which, however, 
proved abortive. The next attempt, during the Great War, 
met with complete success. 


On the 3rd January, 1906, the Russian Foreign Minister 
supplied to Emperor Nicholas II a report on this revolutionary 
outbreak, which, as revealed in the American Hebrew of July 
13th, 1918, contained the following passages :—“ The events 
which took place in Russia in 1905 ... . plainly indicate 
that the revolutionary movement ... . has a definite inter- 
national character .... the revolutionaries possess great 
quantities of arms imported from abroad and very consider- 
able financial means . . . . one is bound to conclude that 
there are foreign capitalists’ organisations interested in sup- 
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porting our revolutionary movement. If we add to the above 
that, as has been proved beyond any doubt, a very consider- 


able part is played by Jews... . as ring-leaders in other 
organisations as well as their own... . always the most 
bellicose element of the revolution . ... we may feel entitled 


to assume that the above-mentioned foreign support of the 
Russian revolutionary movement comes from Jewish 
capitalist circles.” 

The assumption in the foregoing report was indeed well 
justified. It was to be confirmed by an even more important 
official document penned at the height of the revolution itself, 
in 1918, by Mr. Oudendyke, the representative of the 
Netherlands Government in St. Petersburg, who was in charge 
of British interests in Russia after the liquidation of our 
Embassy by the bolsheviks. 


So important indeed was this report of Mr. Oudendyke’s 
held to be by Mr. Balfour, to whom it was addressed, that 
it was set out in a British government white paper on 
bolshevism issued in April 1919. (Russia No. 1.) In it J] 
have read the following passage :— 


“] consider that the immediate suppression of bolshevism 
is the greatest issue now before the world, not even excluding 
the war which is still raging, and unless bolshevism is nipped 
in the bud immediately it is bound to spread in one form 
or another over Europe, and the whole world, as it is organised 
and worked by Jews, who have no nationality, and whose 
one object is to destroy for their own ends the existing order 
of things.” 


A still clearer light is thrown on these happenings by 
an article written on 12th April, 1919, in a paper called The 
Communist, at Kharkov, by one M. Cohen :—“ The great 
Russian revolution was indeed accomplished by the hands 
of Jews. There are no Jews in the ranks of the Red Army 
as far as privates are concerned, but in the Committees, and 
in the Soviet organisation as Commissars, the Jews are 
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gallantly leading the masses. The symbol of Jewry has 
become the symbol of the Russian proletariat, which can be 
seen in the fact of the adoption of the five-pointed star, which 
in former times was the symbol of Zionism and Jewry.” 

Dr. Fahey, in his important and authenticated work, The 
Rulers of Russia, is more specific, stating that in 1917 of the 
52 persons who took over the direction in Russia, all but 
Lenin were Jews, 

So thorough was the mass liquidation of all but hewers 
of wood and drawers of water in Russia, that this Jewish grip 
remained unaltered. Dr. Fahey tells us that in 1935 the 
Central Executive of the Third International, which ruled 
Russia “ consisted of 59 men, of which 56 were Jews. The 
other three, including Stalin, were married to Jewesses. Of 
{7 principal Soviet ambassadors, 14 were Jews.” (Rulers of 
Russia, pages 8 and 9.) 

The Rev. George Simons, who was Superintendent of 
the Methodist Episcopal Church in St. Petersburg from 1907 
to October 1918, appeared before a Committee of the United 
States Senate on the 12th February, 1919, and gave them a 
report of his personal knowledge of the happenings in Russia 
up to the time he left. Dr. Fahey quotes him as saying 
during this evidence:—“In December 1918, out of 388 
members of the revolutionary government, only 16 happened 
to be real Russians ; all the rest were Jews with the exception 
of one U.S. negro. Two hundred and sixty-five of these Jews 
come from the Lower East Side of New York.” 

Such has been the condition of affairs in the U.S.S.R. 
from that day to this. 

Though a number of Jews were liquidated in the so- 
called “ Moscow Purge,” this affected the situation in no way. 
It merely signified that one Jewish faction had triumphed 
over, and liquidated, another. There has never been anything 
in the nature of a Gentile revolt against the Jewish domin- 
ation. 
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The fact that some Jews were liquidated by winning 
factions behind the iron curtain could be used to deceive 
the world outside into thinking that this was the result of an 
anti-semitic revolt, and from time to time a hoax of this kind 
has been systematically propaganded. 

As world opinion gradually turned hostile to the U.S.S.R. 
important Jews began to fear, that this feeling, combined 
with a gradual realization that bolshevism is Jewish, 
might have unpleasant reactions for them. About 1945, 
therefore, a further powerful campaign was organised 
from influential Jewish circles, notably in the U.S.A., to 
put out the story once again that Russia had turned on 
the Jews. They evidently failed, however, to advise their 
lesser brethren of this move; and indignant and informed 
denials were soon forthcoming. A journal called Bulletin, 
the organ of the Glasgow Discussion Group, wrote in June 
1945 :—‘‘ Such rubbish as is now being spread as to the 
growth of anti-semitism in Russia is nothing but malicious 
lies and pure invention.” 

On lst February, 1949, the Daily Worker carried an 
article in which a Mr. Parker gave a few names and figures 
of Jews in high office in the U.S.S.R., from which he had 
evidently recently returned, for he wrote :—“I never heard 
a breath of criticism over this state of affairs,” and stated 
later in the same article “‘ anti-semitism would render a Soviet 
Official liable to prosecution in the same way that a private 
citizen may be brought before the courts for anti-semitism.” 

On the 10th November, 1949, the Daily Worker, that 
constant and burning champion of the Jews, printed an article 
by Mr. D. Kartun, entitled “‘ Stamping Out Anti-Semitism,” 
which shows the complete Jewish control behind the iron 
curtain when he writes :—‘t In Poland and the other people’s 
democracies anti-semitism in word or deed is most heavily 
punished.” 

Between 1945 and 1949 the propaganda to convince 
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Gentiles outside the iron curtain, that within that area anti- 
semitism was rampant, and the Jews driven from high office 
everywhere was energetically pursued. It began to be 
believed by quite a number of people, who should have 
known better ; so much so, that in the autumn of the latter 
year I thought it worth while to get out a list showing the 
number of vital positions held by Jews behind the iron 
curtain. Here is an extract from those lists. 


U.S.S.R.: 
Premier — Stalin ............... Married to a Jewess 
Vice-Premier — Kaganovitch ............... Jew 
Ministry of State Control — Mekhlis ...... Jew 
Military & Naval Construction — Ginsburg Jew 
Minister Cominform Organ — Yudin ...... Jew 
Chief Publicist Abroad for U.S.S.R. — 


Ilya Eherenburg ...... Jew 
Ministry of Building Enterprises 
Machinery — Yudin ... Jew 
Foreign Minister — Molotoff ... Married to a Jewess 


Poland : 
Virtual Ruler — Jacob Bergman ............ Jew 
Public Prosecutor — T. Cyprian ............ Jew 
O.C. Youth Movements — Dr. Braniewsky Jew 
Hungary : 
Virtual Ruler — Mathias Rakosi ......... Jew 
Roumania : 
Virtual Ruler — Anna Pauker ............ Jewess 
ag removed for ‘‘deviationism’’ but replaced by another 
ew. 
Yugoslavia : 
Virtual Ruler — Moishe Pyjede............... Jew 


In May 1949, the Daily Worker, which is, of course, con- 
sistently and ardently pro-Jewish, printed an article by Mr. 
A. Rothstein praising the U.S.S.R. to the skies; and about 
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the same time another article on similar lines about the 
paradise behind the iron curtain by Mr. Sam Aronvitch. 
On the 10th November the same paper printed an article 
in which D. Kartun, writing of the “‘ People’s Democracies ” 
and the stamping out of anti-semitism there, wrote :—‘‘ No 
one could dream of making an anti-semitic speech or writing 
an anti-semitic article in any of these countries. If they did 
their jail sentence would be both immediate and lengthy.” 


In the last few years we have been supplied with further 
dramatic proof of the vital inter-relation between Jews and 
the U.S.S.R. From the Canadian spy trials, which focused 
the spotlight on atom spying for the U.S.S.R., with the con- 
viction and imprisonment of Frank Rosenberg (alias Rose), 
the Canadian Jew Communist Member of Parliament, and 
several Jews, to the conviction and imprisonment of many 
others of the same gang in Britain and the U.S.A., including 
Fuchs, Professor Weinbaum, Judith Coplon, Harry Gold, 
David Greenglass, Julius Rosenberg, Miriam Moskewitz, 
Abraham Brothanz, and Raymond Boyer, who, though a 
Gentile by birth, married a Jewess and, I believe, adopted 
the Jewish creed on that occasion. 

Finally, we had the flight to the U.S.S.R. with atom 
secrets also of the Jew Professor Pontecorvo, who had been 
working in close association with Fuchs. 


No doubt we shall continue to be regaled with plausible 
stories proving that Russia has gone anti-semitic; but it is 
not hard to realise that such a Jewish grip backed by the 
most elaborate spy and liquidation squads known to man, 
would cause a convulsion which would shake the world 
before its grip could be broken. 
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DEVELOPMENT OF REVOLUTIONARY 
TECHNIQUE 


Four revolutions in history merit our special attention 
The study and comparison of the methods employed therein 
will reveal on the one hand a basic similarity between them : 
and on the other an interesting advance in technique, with 
each succeeding upheaval. 


It is as if we studied the various stages in the evolution 
of the modern rifle from the original old “‘ brown Bess.” 


The revolutions in question are firstly the Cromwellian, 
secondly the French, thirdly the Russian, and lastly the 
Spanish revolution of 1936. All four can be proved to have 
been the work of international Jewry. The first three suc- 
ceeded, and secured the murder of the reigning monarch and 
the liquidation of his supporters. 


In each case Jewish finance, and underground intrigue, 
are clearly traceable ; and the earliest measures passed by 
the revolutionaries have been “ emancipation ” for the Jews. 


Cromwell was financed by various Jews, notably 
Manasseh Ben Israel and Carvajal “the Great Jew,” con- 
tractor to his army. 


On this occasion Jewish influence remained financial and 
commercial, while the propaganda weapons and medium were 
semi-religious, all the Cromwellians being soaked in Old 
Testament Judaism ; some, such as General Harrison, even 
carried their Judaism to the length of advocating the adoption 
of the Mosaic Law as the law of England, and the substitution 
of Saturday as the Sabbath in place of the Christian Sunday. 
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We are all familiar with the absurd Old Testament passages 
which the Roundhead rank and file adopted as names, such 
as Sergeant Obadiah, “ Bind their Kings in chains and their 
nobles in fetters of iron.” 

The Cromwellian revolution was short-lived. The work 
of destruction had not been sufficiently thorough to frustrate 
counter-revolution, and restoration of the old regime. 

A second revolution, the so-called ‘ Glorious Revolu- 
tion” of 1689, was necessary. This again was financed by 
Jews, notably Solomon Medina, Suasso, Moses Machado 
and others. 

By the French revolution of 1789 the technique had been 
notably improved. Secret societies had been developed 
throughout France on a grand scale in the preceding years. 
The plans for the liquidation of the former regime are by 
this time far more drastic. The judicial murder of a kindly 
and well intentioned King and a few nobles is replaced by 
mass murders in prisons and in private houses of the whole 
of the nobility, clergy, gentry and bourgeoisie, regardless 
of sex. 

The Cromwellian damage and desecration of a few 
churches by their temporary use as stables is developed into 
a general wrecking of Christian churches, or their conversion 
into public lavatories, brothels, and markets; and the 
banning of the practice of the Christian religion and even 
the ringing of church bells. 

Civil war is not allowed to develop. The army is side- 
tracked, and kept apart from its King by his seizure at an 
early stage. So powerful is the unseen control by 1789 that 
apparently the dregs of the French population victoriously 
liquidate all their natural leaders, in itself a most unnatural 
and suspicious phenomenon. 

More suspicious still is the sudden appearance of strong 
bands of armed hooligans, who march on Paris from Lyons 
and Marseilles; and are recorded as being obviously 
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foreigners. Here we have the first formations of alien 
mercenary and criminal elements, forcing revolutions upon a 
country not their own, which were to have their finished 
and expanded prototype in the International Brigades, which 
attempted to force Marxism on Spain 150 years later. 


England in the 17th century had not been dismembered 
and hideously remoulded on alien lines ; but all familiar land 
marks in 18th century France were destroyed. The splendid 
and historic names and titles of counties, departments and 
families were scrapped, and France divided into numbered 
squares occupied merely by “ citizens.” Even the months 
of the calendar were changed. The national flag of France 
with its lilies and its glories was banned. Instead the French 
received the tricolour, badge of murder and rapine. Here, 
however, the planners made a mistake. 


The tricolour might not be the honoured and famous 
flag of France. It might be dripping with the blood of 
massacre, regicide and villainy. It might be stinking with 
the slime of the Jewish criminals who designed and foisted 
it upon the French people ; but it was proclaimed the national 
flag, and the national flag it became; and with the national 
flag came the national army, and a national leader, Napoleon. 
It was not long before this great Frenchman ran up against 
the secret powers, who up till then controlled the armies of 
France. They had planned to use these armies to revolu- 
tionise all European states, one after another; to overthrow 
all leadership, and establish the rule of the mob, apparently, 
in reality of course their own. 


Just in this manner do the Jews today plan to use the 
Red Army. Such a policy directed by aliens of this type 
could not long continue once a national army had thrown 
up a real national leader; their outlook and policy must 
inevitably be poles apart. It was not long before the First 
Consul challenged and overthrew these aliens and their 
puppets. 
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By the year 1804 Napoleon had come to recognise the 
Jew and his plans as a menace to France nd all that the 
revolution had swept away he systematically restored. From 
this time onwards Jewish money financed every coalition 
against him; and Jews today boast that it was Rothschild 
tather than Wellington who defeated Napoleon. Knowing 
these things, Hitler, on his occupation of Paris, immediately 
ordered a permanent guard of honour to be mounted over 
Napoleon’s tomb at the Invalides; and had the body of 
L’Aiglon (Napoleon’s son by Maria Louisa) brought from 
Austria, and buried at last in his proper place at the side 
of his father. 


When we come to examine the Russian revolution we 
find that the technique is still bolder and far more drastic. 
On this occasion no national flag, army, or anthem is per- 
mitted. After the dregs of the community have apparently 
accomplished the impossible, and liquidated every other 
class down to and including the kulak (a man with three 
cows), they are herded into a polygot force called the Red 
Army; over them waves an international red flag, not a 
Russian flag; their anthem is the Internationale. 


The technique of revolution in Russia was so perfected 
that to this day it has secured the Jewish regime established 
there against all counter strokes. 


The next revolution to merit our attention is the one 
that broke out in Spain in 1936. Fortunately for Europe, it 
was frustrated by General Franco and a number of gallant 
men, who instantly took the field in opposition to the 
revolutionary forces, and succeeded in a long struggle in 
crushing them. 

This achievement is all the more remarkable in view 
of the latest development in revolutionary organisation, which 
was then revealed in the shape of the International Brigades. 
These International Brigades, besides representing the very 
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latest novelty in revolutionary technique, were a remarkable 
production. They were recruited from criminals, adventurers 
and dupes, mostly communists, from 52 different countries, 
mysteriously transported and assembled in formations in 
Spain within a few weeks of the outbreak of disorder, 
uniformed in a garb closely related to our battle dress, 
and armed with weapons bearing the Jewish five-pointed 
star. This star and the Seal of Solomon were upon 
the signet rings of N.C.O.s and Officers in this communist 
horde of ill-disciplined ruffians. I have seen them myself 
in wear. 


By October 1936 these International Brigades were 
already assembled in Spain in considerable numbers. Un- 
disciplined and blackguardly though they were, the mere fact 
of a large and well-armed political army, intervening suddenly 
on one side in the early stages of a civil war, might reasonably 
have been counted upon to achieve a decision before the 
patriotic and decent element in the country could have time 
to create an adequate fighting machine. 


Though the British public were kept in total ignorance 
as to the true significance of what was taking place in Spain, 
two countries in Europe were alive to the situation. Germany 
and Italy had each in their turn experienced the throes of 
communist revolution, and emerged victorious over this 
foulest of earthly plagues. They knew who had financed 
and organised the International Brigades; and with what 
fell purpose Barcelona had been declared in October 1936 
the capital of the Soviet States of Western Europe. At the 
critical moment they intervened in just sufficient strength to 
counter the International Brigade, and enable the Spanish 
people to organise their own army, which, in due course, 
easily settled the matter. Settled the matter, that is to say. 
as far as Spain was concerned. There was, however, another 
settlement to come. International Jewry had been seriously 
thwarted. They would not rest henceforward until they could 
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have their revenge ; until they could by hook or crook turn 
the guns of the rest of the world against these two States, 
which in addition to thwarting their designs in Spain were 
in the process of placing Europe upon a system independent 
of gold and usury, which, if permitted to develop, would 
break the Jewish power for ever. 
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GERMANY BELLS THE CAT 


THE urgent alarm sounded in 1918 by Mr. Oudendyke 
in his letter to Mr. Balfour (see page 25), denouncing 
bolshevism as a Jewish plan, which if not checked by the 
combined action of the European Powers, would engulf 
Europe and the world, was no exaggeration. By the end 
of that year the red flag was being hoisted in most of the 
great cities of Europe. In Hungary the Jew Bela Kuhn 
organised and maintained for some time a merciless and 
bloody tyranny similar to the one in Russia. In Germany, 
the Jews Liebknecht, Barth, Scheidemann, Rosa Luxemburg, 
etc., made a desperate bid for power. These and other similar 
convulsions shook Europe; but each country in its own 
way just frustrated the onslaughts. 


In most countries concerned a few voices were raised 
in an endeavour to expose the true nature of these evils. 
Only in one, however, did a political leader and group arise, 
who grasped to the full the significance of these happenings, 
and perceived behind the mobs of native hooligans the 
organisation and driving power of world Jewry. This leader 
was Adolf Hitler, and his group the National Socialist Party 
of Germany. 


Never before in history had any country not only repulsed 
organised revolution, but discerned Jewry behind it, and faced 
up to that fact. We need not wonder that the sewers of 
Jewish vituperation were flooded over these men and their 
leader; nor should we make the mistake of supposing that 
Jewry would stick at any lie to deter honest men everywhere 
from making a thorough investigation of the facts for them- 
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selves. Nevertheless, if any value liberty, and set out to seek 
truth and defend it, this duty of personal investigation is one 
which they cannot shirk. 


To accept unquestioningly the lies and misrepresentations 
of a Jew-controlled or influenced press, is to spurn truth by 
sheer idleness, if for no worse reason. To act on such 
unverified a basis is to sin against the Light. In the case of 
Germany and Hitler the task of research is not difficult. 
We have it on many authorities that Hitler’s book, Mein 
Kampf, stated fully and accurately the author’s observations 
and conclusions concerning all these vital matters. Quite 
false pictures have been propagated deliberately about this 
book, by quoting passages out of their context, distorting 
meanings, and downright misrepresentation. Having read 
many of these unscrupulous diatribes, it was with no little 
surprise that I read this book for myself not so very long ago. 


From many conversations I had heard, and taken part 
in, I now realise that most members of the public were as 
ignorant as I of the real nature of this remarkable book. I 
propose, therefore, to try and give a true picture of its spirit 
and purport by quotations from its two main themes : Firstly, 
tealisation and exposure of the Jewish scheme for world 
Marxism; and secondly, admiration of, and longing for 
friendship with Great Britain. 


Writing of the days before 1914, Hitler states: “TJ still 
saw Jewry as a religion.... Of the existence of deliberate 
Jewish hostility I had no conception.... I gradually realised 
that the Social Democratic Press was preponderently con- 
trolled by Jews.... There was not a single paper with which 
Jews were connected which could be described as genuinely 
national. ... I seized all the Social Democratic pamphlets 
T could get hold of, and looked up the names of their authors 
—nothing but Jews.” 

As he pursued the study of these questions, Hitler began 
to perceive the main outlines of the truth :—‘“I made also 
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a deep study of the relation between Judaism and Marxism 
.... the Jewish State never had boundaries as far as space 
was concerned ; it was unlimited as regards space, but bound 
down by its conception of itself as a race. That people, 
therefore, was always a State within a State... . The 
Jewish doctrine of Marxism rejects the aristocratic principle 
in nature .... denies the value of the individual among men, 
combats the importance of nationality and race, thereby 
depriving humanity of the whole meaning of existence.” 


“Democracy in the west today is the forerunner of 
Marxism, which would be inconceivable without Democracy.” 
“If the Jew, with the help of his Marxian creed, conquers 
the nations of the world, his crown will be the funeral wreath 
of the human race... .” ‘Thus did I now believe,” he 
writes of the days of 1918, “ that by defending myself against 
the Jews I am doing the Lord’s work.” At the end of 1918 
there came the revolution in Germany organised behind the 
unbroken army in the field. Concerning this Hitler wrote : 
—“In November sailors arrived in lorries, and called on us 
all to revolt, a few Jewish youths being the leaders in that 
struggle for the ‘ freedom, beauty and dignity of our national 
life’. Not one of them had ever been to the Front.” 


“ The real organiser of the revolution and its actual wire- 
puller the International Jew. . . . The revolution was not 
made by the forces of peace and order; but by those of 
riot, robbery and plunder.” 


“I was beginning to learn afresh, and only now (1919) 
came to a right comprehension of the teachings and intentions 
of the Jew Karl Marx. Only now did I properly understand 
his ‘Kapital’; and equally also the struggle of Social 
Democracy against the economics of the nation; and that 
its aim is to prepare the ground for the domination of the 
truly international Kapital.” 


Emperor to offer the hand of friendship to the leaders of 
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Marxism. . . . While they held the Imperial hand in theirs 
the other hand was already feeling for the dagger.” ‘ With 
the Jew there is no bargaining: there is merely the hard 
‘either, or’.” 

Later on Hitler gives in great detail the outlines of the 
Jewish disruptive machine. “ By means of the Trades Unions 
which might have been the saving of the nation, the Jew 
actually destroys the nation’s economics.” 

“ By creating a press which is on the intellectual level 
of the least educated, the political and labour organisation 
obtains force of compulsion enabling it to make the lowest 
strata of the nation ready for the most hazardous enterprises.” 

“The Jewish press .. . . tears down all which may be 
regarded as the prop of a nation’s independence, civilization 
and its economic autonomy. It roars especially against 
characters who refuse to bow the knee to Jewish domination, 
or whose intellectual capacity appears to the Jew in the light 
of a menace to himself.” 

“The ignorance displayed by the mass _ .. . and the lack 
of instinctive perception of our upper class make the people 
easy dupes of this campaign of Jewish lies.” 

“But the present day is working its own ruin; it intro- 
duces universal suffrage, chatters about equal rights, and can 
give no reason for so thinking. In its eyes material rewards 
are the expression of a man’s worth, thus shattering the basis 
for the noblest equality that could possibly exist.” 

“Tt is one of the tasks of our Movement to hold out 
prospects of a time when the individual will be given what 
he needs in order to live ; but also to maintain the principle 
that man does not live for material enjoyment alone.” 

“ The political life of today alone has persistently turned 
its back on this principle of nature ” (i.e. quality)... .” 

“Human civilisation is but the outcome of the creative 
force of personality in the community as a whole, and 
especially among its leaders . . . . the principle of the dignity 
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of the majority is beginning to poison all life below it; and 
in fact to break it up.” 

““We now see that Marxism is the enunciated form of 
the Jewish attempt to abolish the importance of personality 
in all departments of human life; and to set up the mass 
of numbers in its place... .” 


“ The principle of decision by majorities has not always 
governed the human race; on the contrary, it only appears 
during quite short periods of history, and those are always 
periods of decadence in nations and States.” 

“We must not forget that the international Jew, who 
continues to dominate over Russia, does not regard Germany 
as an ally, but as a State destined to undergo a similar fate.” 

“On the last page and in almost the last paragraph of 
Mein Kampf is the following :—‘‘ The party as such stands 
for positive Christianity, but does not bind itself in the matter 
of creed to any particular confession. It combats the Jewish 
materialistic spirit within us and without us.” Looking round 
the world for help in the battle against this terrible menace 
of Jew directed bolshevism, Hitler’s mind constantly reverted 
to Britain and the British Empire. He always longed for 
their friendship. Always declared Britain to be one of the 
greatest bulwarks against chaos; and that her interests and 
those of Germany were complementary and not contrary to 
one another. 


“It was not a British interest,” he wrote, “ but in the first 
place a Jewish one to destroy Germany.” And again :— 
“Even in England there is a continual struggle going on 
between the representatives of British state interests and the 
Jewish world dictatorship.” 

“Whilst England is exhausting herself in maintaining 
her position in the world, the Jew is organising his measures 
for its conquest. ... Thus the Jew today is a rebel in 
England, and the struggle against the Jewish world menace 
will be started there also.” 
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“No sacrifice would have been too great in order to 
gain England’s alliance. It would have meant renunciation 
of the colonies and importance at sea, and refraining from 
interference with British industry by competition.” 


In later years these two themes were ceaselessly 
expounded ; viz., the Jewish Marxist menace, and the eager- 
ness for friendship with Britain. Even down to, and including 
Dunkirk, Hitler pressed the latter idea on all and sundry ; 
even on his highest Generals, to their astonishment. Nor 
did he stop at words, as will be shown later when, as Liddell 
Hart informs us, he saved the British Army from annihilation 
by halting the Panzer Corps, informing his Generals the while, 
that he regarded the British Empire and the Catholic Church 
as necessary bulwarks of peace and order which must be 
safeguarded.* 


Mein Kampf was first published in October 1933. Before 
it had left the printers, the floodgates of Jewish hatred and 
lies had been full-opened against Hitler and the Third Reich 
all over the world. English-speaking people everywhere were 
deluged with fabrications, distortions and atrocity stories, 
which drowned the voices of the few who understood the 
real situation. 


Forgotten in the turmoil was Marx’s slogan that before 
bolshevism could triumph the British Empire must be 
destroyed ; and totally suppressed as far as the British people 
were concerned was Hitler’s repeated declaration of his will- 
ingness to defend the British Empire if called upon to assist 
by force of arms if necessary. 


* “The Other Side of the Hill,” Chap. X, by Liddell Hart. 
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1933: JEWRY DECLARES WAR 


THE English edition of Mein Kampf was still in the 
process of printing and publication when Jewry declared 
war on the National Socialist regime, and started an 
intensive blockade against Germany. 


The International Jewish Boycott Conference was 
assembled in Holland in the summer of 1933 under the 
Presidency of Mr. Samuel Untermeyer, of the U.S.A., who 
was elected President of the World Jewish Economic Feder- 
ation formed to combat the opposition to Jews in Germany. 
On his return to the U.S.A., Mr. Untermeyer gave an address 
over Station W.A.B.C., the text of which, as printed in the 
New York Times of August 7th, 1933, I have before me. 
Mr. Untermeyer referred in the opening phrases to: ‘‘ The 
holy war in the cause of humanity in which we are em- 
barked”; and proceeded to develop the subject at great 
length, describing the Jews as the aristocrats of the world. 
“Each of you, Jew and Gentile alike, who has not already 
enlisted in this sacred war should do so now and here.” 
Those Jews who did not join in he denounced, declaring : 
“They are traitors to their race.” 

In January 1934 Mr. Jabotinsky, founder of Revisionist 
Zionism, wrote in Natcha Retch : “ The fight against Germany 
has been carried out for months by every Jewish community, 
conference, trade organisation, by every Jew in the world 
.... We shall let loose a spiritual and a material war of the 
whole world against Germany.” 

This is perhaps the most confident assertion extant on 
the Jewish claim, set out in the Protocols of Zion, that they 
can bring about war. Protocol Number 7 states: “ We must 
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be in a position to respond to every act of opposition by a 
State by war with its neighbour. If these should venture to 
stand collectively, by universal war.” It should be remem- 
bered here that a copy of these Protocols was filed in the 
British Museum in 1906. 


By 1938 the Jewish war was in full swing ; and already 
through their influence or pressure many Gentile persons and 
groups were being drawn into the vortex. Various members 
of the British Socialist Party were openly advocating joining 
in this cold war; and a vigorous and uncompromising clique 
was growing in all Parties under the leadership of Messrs. 
Churchill, Amery, Duff Cooper and others. “ Hitler will 
have no war, but he will be forced to it, not this year, but 
later on,” screamed the Jew Emil Ludwig in the June copy 
of Les Aniles 1934. 


On June 3rd, 1938, matters were carried a long step 
further by an article in the American Hebrew, the weekly 
organ of American Jewry. This article, which opened by 
showing that Hitler never deviated from his Mein Kampf 
doctrine, went on to threaten the direst retaliation. “It has 
become patent that a combination of Britain, France and 
Russia will sooner or later bar the triumphant march (of 
Hitler). . . . Either by accident or design (italics mine) a 
Jew has come to a position of foremost importance in each 
of these nations. In the hands of non-Aryans lies the fate 
and the very lives of millions. ... In France the Jew of 
prominence is Leon Blum. ... Leon Blum may yet be the 
Moses who will lead. ... Maxim Litvinoff, Soviet super 
salesman, is the Jew who sits at the right hand of Stalin, 
the little tin soldier of Communism. ... The English Jew 
of prominence is Leslie Hore-Belisha, Tommy Atkins’ new 
boss.” 


Later in this article we read: ‘“‘ So it may come to pass 
that these three sons of Israel will form the combine that 
will send the frenzied Nazi dictator to hell. And when the 
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smoke of battle clears . . . . and the man who played the 
swastikaed Christus .... is lowered into a hole in the ground 
.... aS the trio of non-Aryans intone a ramified requiem... . 
a medley of the Marseillaise, God Save the King, and the 
Internationale, blending with a proud and aggressive ren- 
dering of Eili Eili.” 

Two points in the above extract are worthy of special 
note. Firstly, it is taken for granted that these three Jews 
will not for one moment think or act as anything but Jews ; 
and can be relied upon to guide their Gentile dupes to ruin 
in a plainly Jewish war. Secondly should be noted the con- 
temptuous reference to the ‘“ swastikaed Christus,” which 
Jewry looks forward to burying; and which reveals by its 
classification the Jewish hatred of Christianity. 


Meantime Jewish pressure was exerted to the utmost to 
incite clashes between Sudeten, Czechs, Poles and Germans. 
By September of 1938 matters had reached a desperate pass. 
Mr. Chamberlain himself flew out to Munich and achieved 
the historic settlement with Hitler. It seemed as though the 
war-mongers had been frustrated, and Europe saved. Rarely 
had such scenes and evidences of spontaneous delight and 
thankfulness been evoked as were witnessed throughout 
Britain and Europe at that triumph. 


Those who knew the power of the enemy, however, knew 
that Mr. Chamberlain’s work was certain to be swiftly 
sabotaged. I remember remarking, on the very evening of 
his return from Munich, that within a week every newspaper 
in this country and the war-mongers in Parliament, would 
be attacking Mr. Chamberlain for having secured peace ; 
regardless of the fact that in so doing they were contemptu- 
ously flouting the real wishes of the people. This remark 
was only too true, as events proved. 


Nowhere was the Jewish fury so obvious, of course, as 
in Moscow. I have before me a leafiet of my own designing 
put out in October 1938. It runs :—“ Are you aware that 
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Mr. Chamberlain was burnt in effigy in Moscow as soon as 
it was known that he had secured peace : Showing very clearly 
Who Wanted War, and who are still ceaselessly working to 
stir up strife all the world over.”* The attempt to provoke 
war over Sudetenland and Czechoslovakia having failed, there 
remained only the detonator in the Polish Corridor, that 
monstrosity born of the unholy Versailles Conference, and 
denounced by honest men from Marshal Foch and Arthur 
Henderson, from that time onwards. 

One feature about the Versailles Conference has been 
kept secret by those who possess the power to keep things 
from the public or to proclaim things from the house tops. 
It is this. 

All important decisions were taken by the “ Big Four” 
—Britain, France, Italy and the U.S.A., represented respec- 
tively by Mr. Lloyd George, M. Clemenceau, Baron Sonino, 
and President Wilson. So much is known. What is not 
known is that the secretary of Mr. Lloyd George was the 
Jew Sassoon ; of M. Clemenceau the Jew Mandel Rothschild, 
now known as Mandel; Baron Sonino was himself half a 
Jew: and President Wilson had the Jew Brandeis; the 
interpreter was another Jew named Mantoux ; and the Mili- 
tary Advisor yet another Jew called Kish. 

It is known that Mr. Lloyd George and others were hazy 
about geography. Their Jewish secretaries, however, were 
on the contrary very much on the spot on such matters. These 
Jews met at 6 p.m. in the evenings; and mapped out the 
decisions for the following day’s conference of the “ Big 
Four.” 

The results were disastrous from the point of view of 
all decent people, who hoped for an honourable treaty, with 
terms which, though they might be stringent, would at least 
be just and thereby secure lasting peace. 


Foch himself loudly denounced the treaty; declaring 
* See Appendix 4. 
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that it contained the certain makings of another war and 
deprecating in particular the provision relating to Danzig 
and the Corridor. Arthur Henderson and many public men 
joined in the denunciation ; but all to no avail. 

From the point of view of men planning another war, 
however, nothing could have been better than this treaty. 
All sorts of glaring injustices were ingrained in its text. In 
addition to the Corridor, and the position at Danzig, a bastard 
State was brought into being, in which Germans, Slovaks, 
etc., together forming a majority of the country, were put 
under the tyrannical control of the Czech minority, an element 
which had thrown in its lot with the bolshevik Jews and 
fought against the Allies in 1918. 

The design of this State was such geographically that 
it was styled, and correctly styled, a dagger pointed at the 
heart of Germany. It received the outlandish name of 
Czechoslovakia. The whole of the industrial life from the 
huge Skoda arsenal downwards was controlled by Jewish 
banking interests ; while we have it on the evidence of Lord 
Winterton that practically all the land was mortgaged to the 
Jews (Hansard, October 1936). Under this Messianic domin- 
ation were enslaved huge sections of populations, belonging 
to other nations, henceforward condemned to be held down 
by force until some country should grow strong enough to 
champion them. 

This eventuality was, in my opinion, visualised and 
actually fostered as we know by the huge loans to Germany 
from international banking interests. * Let it not be forgotten 
that while Jewish bankers were pouring money into Germany 
which was rebuilding the Wehrmacht on a bigger scale than 
ever, a colossal campaign for peace and disarmament was 
launched in this country. This not only succeeded in sub- 
stantially disarming us; but in creating an atmosphere in 
which Mr. Baldwin had to admit that he dared not go to 
the country asking for more armaments, vital though he knew 


*All prior of course to the rise of Hitler. 
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our needs in sea, air and land forces to be. 


To anyone who made a study of the personalities and 
powers behind this so-called peace propaganda, as I did, 
there can be no doubt as to whence the real drive and 
finance emanated. To anyone appreciating the attitude of 
the press at that time, and realising that had this disarmament 
propaganda been distasteful to those who influence our pub- 
licity services, there would have blared forth a torrent of 
invective against our “ peace balloters”; there is additional 
proof that this campaign had the support of international 
Jewry, as had the rearmament of Germany. But why? the 
simple will ask. 


The answer is fairly simple, if once the purpose behind 
the Jewish plan is understood. “Out of the last war we 
brought the Soviet States of Russia; out of the next war 
we will bring the Soviet States of Europe.” had been the 
pronouncement at a world meeting of communist parties 
about 1932. To make the next war possible, therefore, the 
see-saw must be balanced again; German strength built up, 
and British strength whittled down. Then the Europeans can 
fight each other to the death of one and complete exhaustion 
of the other. A dramatic surprise is in store for both sides. 
Neither is to be the real winner. The real winner is quite 
a different army. This army is the one that will receive the 
real attention. For 25 years it will be built up under con- 
ditions of the greatest secrecy. Its leaders will not show 
their strength until the conflict is well under way. Not until 
a critical moment in the war will the European armies be 
permitted to guess at the existence of the huge factories 
beyond the Urals, or of the colossal proportions of the heavily 
mechanised hordes which will then commence to roll west- 
wards over Europe under the red flag of Marxism. 


In March 1939 a British guarantee to Poland was given 
by Mr. Chamberlain on the strength of a false report to the 
effect that a 48-hour ultimatum had been delivered by 
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Germany to the Poles. This report subsequently turned out 
to be quite untrue. The guarantee had been given, however, 
and the decision of peace or war was now no longer in 
British hands. Jewry had the ball at its feet. Can we doubt 
but that Poland was encouraged to ignore the German note 
of March which set forth eminently reasonable suggestions 
for a peaceful solution of the problem of the Corridor ? 


Month after month no reply was vouchsafed by Poland 
to the German note. Meanwhile, insult and outrage occurred 
with suspicious frequency all along the German frontier, 
similar to the technique to which the Jews later introduced 
the British in Palestine. Day after day the British public 
was deluged with war propaganda and misrepresentation of 
the situation. Finally their minds were closed against any 
further regard to the demands of justice or reason by a new 
slogan, ‘‘ You cannot trust Hitler’s word.” With this lie the 
British public was finally stampeded into throwing all reason 
and judgement to the winds and accepting at their face value 
the war propaganda in the press. 


This slogan was founded upon a misrepresentation of 
Hitler’s assurance given on more than one occasion after a 
“putsch” such as that into Sudetenland, that he “ intended 
to make no further demands.” The misrepresentation lay in 
the fact that the press steadily obscured the major fact, that 
the “‘ demands ” to which Hitler referred were all along five- 
fold in character; and covered those five areas taken from 
Germany by a dictated peace in which the population was 
overwhelmingly German, i.e. SudetenJand, part of Czecho- 
slovakia, parts of Poland, the Corridor and Danzig. 


As German troops occupied each successive section, it 
is, I believe, accurate to say that Hitler declared, that he had 
no additional demands to make. But here it must be clearly 
stated in the interests of justice that he never said that this 
entailed reducing the demands which he had originally 
very clearly delineated, and repeated on many occasions, 
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namely, the five areas in question. 


The British public was deluded by its press into supposing 
that when Hitler said he had no further demands, that there 
had never been any statement of his full demands, some of 
which were still unfulfilled. They were led to believe that 
Hitler either never had had other demands, or that he had 
abandoned the rest as soon as he had obtained some of them. 
When, therefore, the next instalment was added, the press 
built on this misunderstanding the fallacy that Hitler’s word 
could not be trusted. Honest dealing needs no such trickery 
and deception. Such methods are only necessary to bolster 
up bad or unjust causes. Fortunately we have the calm and 
dispassionate judgment in this matter by no less a person than 
the late Lord Lothian, recently British Ambassador to the 
U.S.A. In his last speech at Chatham House on this subject 
he remarked : “ If the principle of self-determination had been 
applied in Germany’s favour, as it was applied against her, 
it would have meant the return of Sudetenland, Czechoslo- 
vakia, parts of Poland, the Polish Corridor, and Danzig to 
the Reich.” 


Here is a very different presentment of the case to the 
one which was foisted upon the British public in 1939; and 
it is the true one. Small wonder that these facts had to be 
withheld from the ordinary citizen. 


Had the British public realised the truth, that each of 
these demands of Hitler’s rested on a foundation of reasonable 
fairness, the people of this island would have ruled out any 
question of war; and it was war, not truth or justice, upon 
which international Jewry was resolved. 
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“P HON EY WAR” EN D E D 
BY CIVILIAN BOMBING 


THROUGH a state of war was declared to exist between 
Britain and Germany in September of 1939, it very soon 
became apparent that no war was being conducted by 
Germany against this country. This was no surprise to those 
who knew the facts of the case. Hitler had again and again 
made it clear, that he never intended to attack or harm Great 
Britain or the British Empire. With the Siegfried Line 
strongly held, and no German intention of appearing west 
of it, stalemate in the west, or the “ Phoney War,” as it came 
to be called, must, in the absence of bombing of civilian 
populations ultimately peter out altogether. No one was 
quicker to perceive this than the pro-Jewish war mongers ; 
and they and their friends inside and outside the House of 
Commons very soon began exerting pressure for this form 
of bombing of Germany to be started. 


On 14th January, 1940, The Sunday Times gave 
prominence to a letter from an anonymous correspondent, 
who demanded to know why we were not using our air power 
“to increase the effect of the blockade.” ‘“ Scrutator,” in 
the same issue, commented on this letter as follows :—“ Such 
an extension of the offensive would inevitably develop into 
competitive frightfulness. It might be forced on us in reprisals 
for enemy action, and we must be in a position to make 
reprisals if necessary. But the bombing of industrial towns, 
with its unavoidable loss of life among the civilian population 
—that is what it would come to—would be inconsistent with 
the spirit, if not the actual words of the pledges given from 
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both sides at the beginning of the war.” 

The above quotation is taken from a book entitled 
Bombing Vindiceted, which was published in 1944 by Mr. 
J. M. Spaight, C.B., C.B.E., who was the principal assistant 
secretary at the Air Ministry during the war. As its title 
suggests, this book is an attempt to justify the indiscriminate 
use of bombers against the civil population. In it Mr. Spaight 
boasts that this form of bombing “ saved civilisation” ; 
and reveals the startling fact that it was Britain that started 
this ruthless form of war on the very evening of the day 
on which Mr. Churchill became Prime Minister, May 11th, 
1940. 

On page 64 of his book, Mr. Spaight gives a further 
piece of information, which renders this sudden change of 
British policy all the more astonishing ; for he states that 
a declaration was made by the British and French Govern- 
ments on 2nd September, 1939, that “ Only strictly military 
objectives in the narrowest sense of the word would be 
bombarded.” 

This declaration, of course, was made in the days of 
Mr. Chamberlain’s Premiership ; and no single fact perhaps 
could demarcate and differentiate more clearly the difference 
in the character and behaviour between Mr, Chamberlain 
and Mr. Churchill. 


On the 27th January, 1940, thirteen days after the letter 
in The Sunday Times already quoted, The Daily Mail endorsed 
editorially the views which had been expressed in that issue 
by “Scrutator”; and it devoted a leading article, writes 
Mr. Spaight, to combating the suggestion of Mr. Amery and 
others that we should start the bombing of Germany. Sir 
Duff Cooper had written on the previous day in the same 
paper that “there would appear to exist a kind of unwritten 
truce between the two belligerents, according to the tacit 
terms of which they do not bomb one another.” 


In view of the declaration by Britain and France of 
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September 2nd, 1939, that they would “ only bomb military 
objectives in the narrowest sense of the word,” Sir Duff 
Cooper’s verbiage about “‘a kind of unwritten truce,” seems 
to me gravely obscurantist, if honest. 


Inside the House of Commons, the pro-Jewish war 
mongers were now becoming more and more intransigent ; 
and more and more set on sabotaging the chances of turning 
the “ phoney war” into a negotiated peace. This in spite 
of the fact that Britain had nothing to gain by further and 
total war, and everything to lose. The Jews, of course, had 
everything to lose by a peace which left the German gold- 
free money system and Jew-free Government intact, and 
nothing to gain. 


It seemed clearer to me every day that this struggle over 
the question of civilian bombing was the crux of the whole 
matter ; and that by this method of warfare alone could the 
Jews and their allies cut the Gordian knot of stalemate 
leading to peace; and probably later on to a joint attack 
on Jewish Bolshevism in Russia. 


Accordingly, on 15th February, 1940, I put down the 
following question to the Prime Minister :— 


Captain Ramsay asked the Prime Minister :—‘t Whether he 
will assure the House that H.M. Government will not assent to 
the suggestions made to them, to abandon those principles which 
led them to denounce the bombing of civilian populations in 
Spain and elsewhere, and embark upon such a policy them- 
selves ?”” 


Mr. Chamberlain himself replied in outspoken terms :— 


*T am unaware of the suggestions to which my honourable 
and gallant friend refers. The policy of H.M. Government in 
this matter was fully stated by myself in answer to a question 
by the honourable Member for Bishop Auckland (Mr. Dalton) 
on 14th September last. In the course of that answer I said 
that whatever be the length to which others may go, H.M. 
Government will never resort to the deliberate attack on women 
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and children, and other civilians, for purposes of mere terrorism. 
I have nothing to add to that answer.” 


Both this question and the reply were evidently dis- 
tasteful in the extreme to the war mongers, so I resolved to 
carry the matter a stage further. 


On 21st February I put down another question on the 
subject :— 

Captain Ramsay asked the Prime Minister :—‘ Whether he 
is aware that the Soviet aeroplanes are carrying on a campaign 
of bombing civil populations, and whether H.M. Government 
have despatched protests on the subject similar to those 
despatched during the Civil War in Spain in similar circum- 
stances ?” 


Mtr. Butler replied for the Prime Minister :—‘ Yes, Sir. 
The Soviet Air Forces have pursued a policy of indiscriminate 
bombing, which cannot be too strongly condemned. H.M. 
Government have not, however, lodged any protest, since there 
are unfortunately no grounds for supposing that such action 
would achieve the result desired.” 


There can be little doubt but that these two downright 
answers crystallised the resolves of the war mongers to get 
rid of a Prime Minister whose adherence to an upright and 
humane policy must inevitably frustrate their plans, seeing 
that Hitler wished no war with Britain, and would therefore 
never start civilian bombing himself. 


The machinery of intrigue and rebellion against Mr. 
Chamberlain was set in motion. Ultimately he was saddled 
with the blame for the Norway blunder; and this pretext 
was used by the Churchillian-cum-Socialist caucus to secure 
his downfall. 


It should be remembered in this connection that prior 
to and during the Norway gamble, Mr. Churchill had been 
invested with full powers and responsibilities for all Naval 
Military and Air operations ; and if anyone therefore deserved 
to be broken over that second Gallipoli (pursued in defiance 
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of high Naval authority warning that, without control of the 
Cattegat and Skaggerack it could not possibly succeed) it 
should have been the Minister responsible. 


He however was not only unbroken, he was acclaimed 
Prime Minister. Theman who would tear up the British 
pledge of September 2nd, 1939, and start bombing the 
civilians of Germany was the man for the war mongers who 
now ruled the roost. 


And so civilian bombing started on the evening that the 
architect of the Norwegian fiasco became Prime Minister, 
viz., May 11th, 1940. 
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DUNKIRK AN D AFTER 


CapPTAIN Liddell Hart, the eminent military critic, wrote 
a book on the military events of 1939-45, which was published 
in 1948, and entitled The Other Side of the Hill. Chapter 10 
—which deals with the German invasion of France down to 
and including Dunkirk—bears the somewhat startling title, 
“How Hitler beat France and saved Britain.” The reading 
of the chapter itself will astound all propaganda-blinded 
people, even more than the title: for the author therein 
proves that not only did Hitler save this country; but that 
this was not the result of some unforeseen factor, or indecision, 
or folly, but was of set purpose, based on his long enunciated 
and faithfully maintained principle. 


Having given details of how Hitler peremptorily halted 
the Panzer Corps on the 22nd May, and kept them inactive 
for the vital few days, till, in fact, the British troops had got 
away from Dunkirk, Captain Liddell Hart quotes Hitler’s 
telegram to Von Kleist :— 


“The armoured divisions are to remain at medium artillery 
range from Dunkirk. Permission is only granted for reconnais- 
sance and protective movements.” 


Von Kleist decided to ignore the order, the author tells 
us. To quote him again :— 


“Then came a more emphatic order, that I was to withdraw 
behind the canal. My tanks were kept halted there for three 
days.” 


In the following words the author reports a conversation 
which took place on May 24th (i.e. two days later) between 
Herr Hitler and Marshal Von Runstedt, and two key men 
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of his staff :— 


‘He then astonished us by speaking with admiration of the 
British Empire, of the necessity for its existence, and of the 
civilisation that Britain had brought into the world... . He 
compared the British Empire with the Catholic Church—saying 
they were both essential elements of stability in the world. He 
said that all he wanted from Britain was that she should acknow- 
ledge Germany’s position on the continent. The return of 
Germany’s lost colonies would be desirable, but not essential, 
and he would even offer to support Britain with troops, if she 
should be involved in any difficulties anywhere. He concluded 
by saying that his aim was to make peace with Britain, on a basis 
that she would regard compatible with her honour to accept.” 


Captain Liddell Hart comments on the above as 
follows :— 


“If the British Army had been captured at Dunkirk, the 
British people might have felt that their honour had suffered a 
stain, which they must wipe out. By letting it escape, Hitler 
hoped to conciliate them.” 


“This conviction of Hitler’s deeper motive,” he con- 
tinues, 


“was confirmed by his strangely dilatory attitude over the 
subsequent plans for the invasion of England.” 


“He showed little interest in the plans,” Blumentritt said, 
“and made no effort to speed up the preparation. That was 
utterly different to his usual behaviour. Before the invasion 
of Poland, of France, and later of Russia, he repeatedly spurred 
them on; but on this occasion he sat back.” 


The author continues :— 


“Since the account of his conversation at Charleville, and 
subsequent holding back, comes from a section of the Generals, 
who had long distrusted Hitler’s policy, that makes their testimony 
all the more notable.” 


And later he goes on to say :— 


“ Significantly their account of Hitler’s thoughts about Eng 
land at the decisive hour before Dunkirk, fits in with much that 
he himself wrote earlier in Mein Kampf; and it is remarkable 
how closely he followed his own bible in other respects.” 
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Anyone who has read Mein Kampf will immediately 
appreciate the accuracy of the above statement. It is indeed 
if anything an understatement. Throughout that remarkable 
book runs two main themes, as I have shown in an earlier 
chapter—the one, a detailed delineation and denunciation of 
the Jewish Capitalist-Revolutionary machine; the other, 
admiration for and eagerness for friendship with Britain and 
the Empire. 


It is a pity, indeed, that so few persons in this island 
have read this book for themselves ; and it is a tragedy that 
they have instead swallowed wholesale the unscrupulous 
distortions and untrue propaganda on the subject, served up 
to them by Jewish publicity machinery, operating through 
our press and radio. Let these people but try and obtain a 
copy of that book ; and when they find they cannot, let them 
reflect, that if indeed its contents confirmed the lies that they 
have been told concerning it and its author, the powers behind 
our publicity would ensure that everyone should be able to 
secure a copy at the cheapest possible rate. 

In any event, I would urge my countrymen to ponder 
most earnestly the following facts. 

The Jew Karl Marx laid it down, that Bolshevism could 
never really succeed till the British Empire had been utterly 
destroyed. 

Hitler laid it down, that the British Empire was an 
essential element of stability in the world ; and even declared 
himself ready to defend it with troops, if it should be involved 
in difficulties anywhere. 

By unscrupulous propaganda on an unprecedented scale 
this country was led into destroying those who wished to 
be her friends, and offered their lives to defend her: and 
exalting those, who proclaimed that her destruction was a 
necessary preliminary to the success of their ideology, 
forfeiting her Empire and her economic independence in the 
process. 
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THE SHAPE OF THINGS TO COME 


In the new-found knowledge of Hitler’s anxiety to 
preserve the British Empire has come as a surprise recently 
to many people in this country, it must surely have come 
as a real shock to them to learn that President Roosevelt, 
on the other hand, was its inveterate enemy; that he was 
not only a pro-communist of Jewish origin, but that before 
he brought America into the war he made it clear that he 
wished to break up the British Empire. 


His son, Colonel Elliot Roosevelt, makes this last point 
very clear in his book, As He Saw It, recently published in 
the U.S.A. 


On pages 19 to 28 of this book, Colonel Roosevelt tells 
us that in August 1941, his Father, having given out to the 
American people that he was going off on a fishing trip, 
actually proceeded to a meeting with Mr. Churchill on board 
a warship in Argentia Bay. Lord Beaverbrook, Sir Edward 
Cadogan, and Lord Cherwell (Professor Lindeman of 
doubtful race and nationality), and Mr. Averil Harriman 
were present, he says. On page 35 he quotes his Father 
as saying, “After the war... . there will have to be 
the greatest possible freedom of trade .. . . no artificial 
barriers.” Mr. Churchill referred to the British Empire 
Trade Agreements, and Mr. Roosevelt replied, “ Yes. 
Those Empire Trade Agreements are a case in point. 
It’s because of them that the peoples of India, Africa, and 
of all the Colonial Near East are still as backward as they 
are.... I can’t believe that we can fight a war against 
Fascist slavery, and at the same time not work to free people 
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all over the world from a backward colonial policy.” “ The 
peace,” said Father firmly, “cannot include any continued 
despotism.” 

This insolent talk against the British Empire became 
sO pronounced that on page 31 Colonel Roosevelt reports 
Mr. Churchill as saying, “ Mr. President, I believe you are 
trying to do away with the British Empire.” This comment 
was very near the mark, as the President had been talking 
about India, Burma, Egypt, Palestine, Indo-China, Indonesia, 
and all the African Colonies having to be “ freed.” 


On page 115, the Colonel reports his Father as saying, 
“Don’t think for a moment, Elliot, that Americans would 
be dying in the Pacific tonight if it hadn’t been for the short- 
sighted greed of the French, the British and the Dutch. Shall 
we allow them to do it all over again?” 


These were not at all the reasons, however, given for 
the war, and for which Americans thought they were dying ; 
nor indeed does the President make any reference as to the 
pretexts given to his countrymen for the war. 

The British, dying in greater numbers, have on the 
contrary been told that they are dying to defend their Empire 
from Hitler’s wicked plans. Little do they suspect, that it is 
their so-called ally who plans its destruction. 

““When we’ve won the war,” the President is reported 
as saying on page 116, “I will see that the U.S.A. is not 
wheedled into any plans that will aid or abet the British 
Empire in its Imperialist ambitions.” 


And a few pages later : 


“TI have tried to make it clear to Winston and the others 
.... that they must never get the idea that we are in it just to 
help them hang on to the archaic and medieval Empire ideas.” 


Those who sup with the devil need a long spoon. Mr. 
Churchill, the self-styled “constant architect of the Jews’ 
future,” now found himself playing second fiddle to an even 
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more trusted architect ; so eminent, in fact, that he did not 
make any silly pretensions of respect for the British Empire. 
The earlier Moses, Karl Marx, had denounced the Empire 
long ago, and in the year 1941, it was only foolish opponents 
of Judaism and Marxism, like Herr Hitler, who were anxious 
to stand by that Empire, because they recognised it as a 
bulwark of Christian civilisation. 


Although, as we have seen, Mr. Churchill is shown in 
this book as getting a little petulant from time to time over 
the President’s pronouncements regarding the liquidation of 
the Empire, this did not prevent him from announcing him- 
self later to the House of Commons as “ Roosevelt’s ardent 
lieutenant.” Under what special circumstances the King’s 
Prime Minister could be an ardent lieutenant of a Republican 
President, whose design it was to destroy that Monarch’s 
Empire, Mr. Churchill did not explain ; nor has he yet done 
so. On another occasion, Mr. Churchill made an equally 
cryptic remark : “It is no part of my duties,” he assured the 
House of Commons, “ to preside over the liquidation of the 
British Empire.” 

No, indeed! Nor was it any part of his duties, on being 
told that it was to be liquidated, to pronounce himself to be 
the ardent lieutenant of the would-be liquidator. Nor, we 
might add, when Minister of Defence, with Admiralty and 
other codes at his disposal, was it any part of his duties, as 
Mr. Chamberlain’s lieutenant, albeit not very ardent, to con- 
duct a personal correspondence of the nature which he did 
conduct with President Roosevelt by means of the top secret 
code of the American Foreign Office. 
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PRESIDENT ROOSEVELT’S ROLE 


InN my Statement to the Speaker and Members of the 
House of Commons concerning my detention (see Appendix 
I) I summed up at the end of Part I, the considerations 
which led me to inspect the secret U.S. Embassy papers at 
Mr. Tyler Kent’s flat in the last weeks of Mr. Chamberlain’s 
Premiership. 


The first two of these six considerations were as 
follows :— 

1. Together with many members of both Houses of 
Parliament, I was fully aware that among the agencies both here 
and abroad, which had been actively engaged in promoting bad 
feeling between Great Britain and Germany, organised Jewry, 
for obvious reasons, had played a leading part. 


2. I knew the U.S.A. to be the headquarters of Jewry, 
and therefore the real, though not apparent, centre of their 
activities,” 

It was not until 1948 that corroborative evidence of the 
foregoing from unimpeachable American sources came into 
my hands; but when it did come, however, the authentic 
and fully documented character of the work left nothing to 
be desired. I refer to the book by Professor Charles Beard 
entitled President Roosevelt and the Coming of the War 1941, 
which was published by the Yale University Press in April 
1948. 


This book, which comes with all the authority of its 
eminent author, is nothing less than a tremendous indictment 
of President Roosevelt on three main issues. 


Firstly, that he got himself elected on the strength of 
repeated promises, to the effect that he would keep the U.S.A. 
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out of any European war; secondly, that he incessantly and 
flagrantly disregarded not only his promises to the American 
people, but all the laws of neutrality; thirdly, that at a 
predetermined moment he deliberately converted this cold 
war, which he had been conducting, into a shooting war, by 
sending the Japanese an ultimatum, which no one could 
imagine could result in anything but immediate war. 


From many instances given relating to the first issue, 

I quote one :—“ At Boston on October 30th, 1940, he 
(F.D.R.) was even more emphatic, for there he declared : 

‘I have said this before, but I shall say it again and again 


and again:—Your boys are not going to be sent into any 
foreign wars’; 


and on December 29th: 


‘You can therefore nail any talk about sending armies to 
Europe as deliberate untruth *.” 


Professor Beard goes on to prove that while Mr. 
Roosevelt was making these speeches, he was treating inter- 
national laws of neutrality with total disregard, and in the 
interests only of those who were fighting the Jews’ battles. 
The two main forms of non-shooting intervention were the 
convoying of U.S. ships of ammunition and supplies for the 
allies, and the Lend Lease Act. 


Whatever be our sentiments in appreciating the help of 
the U.S. arsenals and navy under these two cold war decisions 
of Mr. Roosevelt, no one can pretend that they were either 
in accordance with his pledges to the American people, or 
the fundamentals of international law regarding neutrality. 


Some very plain speaking went on in Congress over 
these acts of the President’s. 


Representative U. Burdick, of North Dakota, said: ‘“Al] 
out aid to Britain may mean anything. ... To sell her 
supplies is one thing . . . . to sell her supplies and convoy 
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them is another thing, to have actual war is the last thing— 
the last thing is inevitable from the first thing ! ” 


Representative Hugh Paterson, of Georgia, said: “ It 
is a measure of aggressive war.” 


Representative Dewey Short, of Missouri, said : 


“You cannot be half-way in war, and half-way out of war 

You can dress this measure up all you please (Lend, 

Lease), you can sprinkle it with perfume and pour powder on 
it. . but it is stil] foul and stinks to high heaven.” 


Representative Philip Bennett, of Missouri, declared : 


“This conclusion is inescapable, that the President is recon- 
ciled to active military intervention if such intervention is needed 
to defeat the Axis in this war. But our boys are not going to 
be sent abroad, says the President. Nonsense, Mr. Chairman ; 
even now their berths are being built in our transport ships. 
Even now the tags for identification of the dead and wounded 
are being printed by the firm of William C. Ballantyne and Co., 
of Washington.” 


Professor Beard proves the third point at great length, 
showing how at the appropriate moment President Roosevelt 
forced the Japanese into war by an ultimatum demanding 
instant compliance with terms, which could never have been 
accepted by any country. 

“The memorandum which Senator Hull, with the approval 

of President Roosevelt, handed to Japan on 26th November, 1941 


. amounted to the maximum terms of an American policy for 
the whole Orient.” 


writes Professor Beard, and goes on to say: 


“Tt required no profound knowledge of Japanese history, 
institutions, and psychology to warrant .. . . first that no 
Japanese Cabinet ‘liberal or reactionary,’ could have accepted 
the provisions,” 


and again later: 


“The Japanese agent regarded the American memorandum 
as a kind of ultimatum. This much at least Secretary Hull 
knew on November 26th.” 
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Thus was the period of maximum intervention short of 
a shooting war terminated, and a save-face forged for 
Roosevelt to ship U.S. boys overseas without apparently 
breaking the spirit of his many promises. 


As the war proceeded the real policy and sympathies of 
the President became more and more apparent. His decep- 
tion of the British and their Allies was no less flagrant than 
his deception of the American people. 


As Professor Beard points out on page 576 :— 


“The noble principles of the Four Freedoms, and the 
Atlantic Charter were for practical purposes discarded in the 
settlements, which accompanied the progress and followed the 
conclusion of the war. To the validity of this statement the 
treatment of the people of Esthonia, Lithuania, Poland, 
Roumania, Yugoslavia, China, Indo-China, Indonesia, Italy, 
Germany and other places of the earth bear witness.” 

Some great driving force was clearly at work to induce 
a President of the United States so to act. We have seen 
from a previous chapter that it was not the preservation of 
the British Empire, nor the French Empire, nor the Dutch, 
that swayed the President. On the contrary, he had advised 
his ardent lieutenant, Mr. Churchill, at an early stage in the 
cold war that these must be liquidated. It was not Europe, 
nor the countries of Europe, nor their liberties, nor rights 
under the Atlantic Charter of Four Freedoms which weighed 
with him. We know now that the British and American 
armies were actually halted by General Ike Eisenhower under 
Mr. Roosevelt’s rulings at the Yalta Conference, so that the 
Red Army of Jewish Bolshevism might overflow half Europe 
and occupy Berlin. 


To quote again from Professor Beard :— 


“As a consequence of the war called necessary to over- 
throw Hitler’s despotism,’ another despotism was raised to a 
higher pitch of power.” 


In conclusion, Professor Beard condenses the many 
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indictments of the President set forth in his book, into 12 
major counts, and declares :— 


“If these precedents are to stand unimpeached, and to pro- 
vide sanctions for the continued conduct of American affairs— 
the Constitution may be nullified by the President and officers 
who have taken the oath and are under moral obligation to 
uphold it. For limited Government under supreme law they 
may substitute personal and arbitrary government—the first prin- 
ciple of the totalitarian system against which it has been alleged 
that World War II was waged—while giving lip service to the 
principle of constitutional government.” 


When we reflect upon the astounding contents of Pro- 
fessor Beard’s book, and consider them in conjunction with 
the revelations in Colonel Roosevelt’s As He Saw It, the 
question arises: whom, and which interests did President 
Roosevelt not betray. To this query I can only see one 
answer, namely, those people and their interests who planned 
from the start the use of United States arsenals and Forces 
to prosecute a war which would annihilate a Europe which 
had freed itself from Jewish gold and revolutionary control : 
people who planned to dissolve the British Empire, to forge 
chains of unrepayable debt, wherewith to coerce Britain to 
this end ; and to enable the Soviets to “ bestride Europe like a 
colossus,”* in other words, International Jewry. 


* These very words were used by General Smuts, who added words 
to the effect that he welcomed such a prospect. It should be 
remembered that General Smuts was formerly chief legal adviser to 
the Zionist Organisation in S. Africa. 
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R E GU LATION 1 8 B 


ON the 23rd May, 1940, within the first fortnight of Mr. 
Churchill’s Premiership, many hundreds of British subjects, 
a large proportion of them ex-Servicemen, were suddenly 
arrested and thrown into prison under Regulation 18B. For 
some days the entire press had been conducting a whirlwind 
campaign, in rising crescendo, against a supposed fifth 
column in this country, which was declared to be waiting to 
assist the Germans when they landed. 


How untrue this campaign was, is proved by the fact 
that our most competent Intelligence Service never produced 
the flimsiest evidence of any such conspiracy, nor evidence of 
any plan or order relating to it, nor the complicity in such 
an undertaking of any single man arrested. Had such 
evidence been forthcoming, those implicated would un- 
doubtedly have been charged and tried, and very properly 
so. But there was not one case of a man arrested under 18B 
being a British subject, who was so charged. 


Four charges were actually framed against one lady, the 
wife of a distinguished Admiral, Mrs. Nicholson. She was 
tried by a Judge and jury, and acquitted on all counts. This, 
however, did not prevent her being arrested as she left the 
Law Courts, acquitted, and being thrown into Holloway 
Prison under Regulation 18B, where she remained for years 


Regulation 18B was originally introduced to deal with 
certain members of the I.R.A., who were committing a number 
of senseless minor outrages in London. Without this 
Regulation, no liege of His Majesty in the United Kingdom 
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could be arrested and held in prison on suspicion. This 
practice had long been abandoned in this country, except in 
short periods of grave proven conspiracy, and on those 
occasions Habeas Corpus was always suspended. 


18B enabled the medieval process of arrest and im- 
prisonment on suspicion to be revived without the suspension 
of Habeas Corpus. It was, in fact, a return to the system 
of Lettres de Cachet, by which persons in pre-Revolutionary 
France were consigned to the Bastille. Here, it should be 
remembered, that those persons enjoyed full social intercourse 
with their families, and were allowed their own servants, 
plate, linen, food and drink whilst in prison ; a very different 
treatment to that meted out to persons held under 18B, whose 
treatment for some time was little different from ordinary 
criminals, and, in fact, worse than any remand prisoner. 


These I.R.A. outrages were so fatuous in themselves and 
so apparently meaningless, at a time when there were no 
sharp differences between this country and the Irish Free 
State, that I commenced making a number of enquiries. I 
was not surprised to discover at length, that special members 
of the I.R.A. had been enrolled for the committing of these 
outrages ; and that they were practically all Communists. I 
had it on excellent authority that the Left Book Club of 
Dublin had been actively concerned in the matter; and 
finally the names of 22 of these men were put into my hands ; 
and again I was informed on excellent authority that they 
were all Communists. Immediately on receipt of this 
information I put down a question to the Home Secretary, 
and offered to supply the necessary information if the matter 
were taken up. Nothing came of my representations. From 
these Communist-inspired outrages, however, there resulted 
Regulation 18B. Though the I.R.A. were pleaded as an 
excuse to the House for a Regulation, hardly any of their 
members were ever arrested under it; but in due course it 
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was employed to arrest and hold for 4 or 5 years, uncharged, 
very many hundreds of British subjects, whose one common 
denominator was that they opposed the Jewish power over 
this country in general ; and its exertion to thrust her into a 
war in purely Jewish interests in particular. 

Now Communism is Jewish-controlled. If Marxist Jewry 
needed a device for securing the assent of Parliament to a 
regulation like 18B, what simpler method could there be to 
achieve this object, without arousing suspicion as to the 
real ulterior motive, than arranging for a few communist 
members of the I.R.A. to plant bombs in the cloakrooms of 
London stations ? 


Everyone is supposed to be entitled to their opinion in 
this country; and, furthermore, where we cannot supply 
absolute proof, we can say with the Home Secretary, as | 
do here, that I have “ reasonable cause to believe ” that this 
is the real story behind Regulation 18B’s enactment. 


When the Clause was first introduced into the House, 
the original wording laid it down quite clearly that the Home 
Secretary should have the power to detain persons of British 
birth and origin “If he was satisfied that” such detention 
was necessary. This terminology was, at least, crystal clear. 
No other opinion or check upon the Home Secretary’s per- 
sonal and absolute discretion was envisaged: a return, in 
fact and in very essence, to the Lettres de Cachet and the 
Star Chamber. 


The House of Commons refused absolutely to accept 
such a clause, or hand away its powers of supervision, and its 
responsibilities as the guardian of the rights and liberties 
of the citizen to any individual, be he Cabinet Minister or 
not. 


The Government accordingly had to withdraw the 
offending sentence; and brought forward a second draft 
for approval some days later. In this new draft, drawn up, 
as Government spokesmen laboured to explain, in accordance 
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with the express wishes of the House, the necessary safeguard 
from arbitrary executive tyranny had been introduced. 

For the words “‘ Home Secretary is satisfied that,” had 
been substituted, “Has reasonable cause to believe that.” 
The Government spokesmen explained at length on this 
occasion that this wording gave the required safeguard. 
Members of Parliament were led to believe that their wishes 
had prevailed, and that they were to be the judges of what 
would or would not be “ Reasonable Cause” for continued 
detention (as was proved in subsequent debates), and a rather 
uneasy House passed the Clause in this form, and on that 
understanding. 


Two years later, when the Counsel of an 18B prisoner 
argued in Court along these lines, and demanded some sort 
of ventilation of his client’s case before Members of Parlia- 
ment or a Court, no less a person than the Attorney-General 
himself pleaded on the Government’s behalf, that the words 
“Has reasonable cause to believe that,” meant precisely the 
same as “Is satisfied that.” There the matter had to rest 
as far as the Law Courts were concerned, though it was the 
subject of the most scathing comment of a most eminent 
Law Lord. 


I myself was arrested under this Regulation on 23rd 
May, 1940, and thrown into Brixton Prison, where I remained 
in a cell until 26th September, 1944, without any charge 
being preferred against me, receiving merely a curt notifica- 
tion from the Home Office on the latter date that the order 
for my detention had been “revoked.” A paper of 
“ Particulars” alleged as the reasons for my detention was 
supplied to me soon after my arrest. 


I replied to them during a day’s interrogation by the 
so-called Advisory Committee, before which body I could 
call no witnesses, did not know who were my accusers, 
or the accusations they had made, and was not allowed the 
assistance of a Jawyer. These particulars, together with my 
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detailed reply to each, were set out in Part IT of a Statement 
I supplied later to the Speaker and Members of the House 
of Commons; and will be found in the Appendix of this 
book. They were based upon the untrue assertion that my 
anti-Communist attitude was bogus, and a cloak for disloyal 
activities. How untrue this slander was can be easily proved 
from my previous ten years’ record of unceasing attacks on 
Communism, both by questions and speeches in the House 
of Commons and outside. 
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Ww H oO D A R E Ss ? 


On the morning following my release from Brixton 
Prison, I proceeded to the House of Commons at my usual 
hour of 10.15 am.; an action which appeared to cause no 
little surprise. It was not long before Jews and their friends 
were on my trail, and that of the Right Club. A string of 
provocative questions soon appeared on the Order Paper ; 
but, like Gallio who, when the Jews took Sosthenes, and beat 
him before the Judgement seat, “cared for none of these 
things,” I gave no sign of interest. 


The reporters in the Press Galleries were then turned 
on, to endeavour to extract from me some, at least, of the 
names in ‘the Red Book’ of the Right Club membership. 


Now the names in the Red Book of members of the 
Right Club were, as the newspapers have shrieked aloud, 
kept strictly private, with the sole object of preventing the 
names becoming known to the Jews. The sole reason for 
this privacy was the expressed wish of the members them- 
selves. To me, personally, the keeping of the names secret 
was only a disadvantage. It facilitated misrepresentation of 
every kind by my enemies; the publication of the names 
would have been of great assistance to me in every way. The 
sole reason for this stipulation on joining by so many members 
was the well-grounded fear of Jewish retaliation of a serious 
nature. 


I remember in particular the conversation on this subject 
with one of these reporters from the Press Gallery of the 
House of Commons. He was an engaging young man, and 
particularly importunate. Would I not let him have just a 
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few of the names ? 

“ Supposing,” I said to him, “your name had been 
amongst those in the Red Book ; and supposing that in dis- 
regard of my promise to you not to reveal it, I proceeded 
to communicate it to the press; and supply that definite 
evidence that you were a member of a society to fight against 
Jewish domination over Britain: you would not keep your 
job with your paper for six months.” 

“TI shouldn’t keep it for six minutes,” was the prompt 
reply. 

“ Exactly,” I answered. ‘“‘ Now you can see why I can’t 
give you the name of even one member of the Right Club 
from the Red Book.” You yourself confirm their worst 
fears.” 

Many hundreds of poor fellows find themselves in such 
a position today; indeed, hundreds is merely a matter of 
expression. The real number must be prodigious. How 
many, one might ask, can afford to run the risk to their 
livelihood, which is involved in letting it be known that they 
are aware of the Jewish grip and prepared to oppose it. 

Even the wealthiest and most influential magnates of 
the land dare not brave the wrath of organised Jewry—as 
the story regarding the Daily Mail controlling shares on pp. 
6 and 7 of my statement to the Speaker shows. (See 
Appendix I.) 

Not only in Britain has this been the case, but perhaps 
even more noticeably in the U.S.A., as the diaries of the late 
Mr. James Forrestal prove. 

The Forrestal Diaries published by the Viking Press, New 
York, 1951, only reach me as this book goes to press. Coming 
from a man of high integrity, who was U.S. Navy Under 
Secretary from 1940, and Secretary for Defence from 1947 
until his resignation and suspicious death a few days later 
in March 1949, they are of the utmost significance. 

The most important revelation therein is dated the 27th 
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December, 1945 (pages 121 and 122): 


“Played golf today with Joe Kennedy (Joseph P. Kennedy, 
who was Roosevelt’s Ambassador to Great Britain in the years 
immediately before the war), 1 asked him about his conversa- 
tions with Roosevelt and Neville Chamberlain from 1938 on. He 
said Chamberlain’s position in 1938 was that England had nothing 
with which to fight and that she could not risk going to war with 
Hitler. Kennedy’s view: That Hitler would have fought Russia 
without any later conflict with England if it had not been for 
Bullitt’s (William C. Bullitt, then Ambassador to France)* urging 
on Roosevelt in the summer of 1939 that the Germans must be 
faced down about Poland; neither the French nor the British 
would have made Poland a cause of war if it had not been for 
the constant needling from Washington. Bullitt, he said, kept 
telling Roosevelt that the Germans wouldn’t fight, Kennedy that 
they would, and that they would overrun Europe. Chamberlain, 
he says, stated that America and the world fews had forced 
England into the war.” (Author’s italics). 


If Mr. Forrestal’s information regarding the impulses 
behind the recent war needed any confirmation, they have 
already had it from the outspoken statements of Mr. Oswald 
Pirow, former South African Defence Minister, who told the 
Associated Press on the 14th January, 1952, in Johannesburg 
that “Chamberlain had told him that he was under great 
pressure from World Jewry not to accommodate Hitler.” 


A second most important revelation in the Forrestal 
Diaries concerns Zionism. It is clear from the entries, that 
by December, 1947, Mr. Forrestal was becoming greatly con- 
cerned by the intervention of the Zionists into American 
politics. He records conversations with Mr. Byrnes and 
Senator Vandenberg, Governor Dewey and others, in attempts 
to lift the Palestine question out of party politics. From this 
time on he would seem to have made continuous efforts with 
that end in view. 


The Diary records on the 3rd Feb., 1948 (pages 362 and 


* A half-Jew. 
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363): 


for 


“Visit today from Franklin D. Roosevelt Jr., who came in 
with strong advocacy of a Jewish State in Palestine, that we 
should support the United Nations ‘decision’, .. . . I pointed out 
that the United Nations had as yet taken no ‘decision’, that it 
was only a recommendation of the General Assembly . 
and that I thought the methods that had been used by people 
outside of the Executive branch of the Government to bring 
coercion and duress on other nations in the General Assembly 
bordered closely onto scanda]..... I said I was merely directing 
my efforts to lifting the question out of politics, that is, to have 
the two parties agree that they would not compete for votes on 
this issue. He said this was impossible, that the nation was too 
far committed and that, furthermore, the Democratic Party would 
be bound to lose and the Republicans gain by such an agreement. 
I said I was forced to repeat to him what I had said to Senator 
McGrath in response to the latter’s observation that our failure 
to go along with the Zionists might lose the states of New York, 
Pennsylvania and California—that I thought it was about time 
that somebody should pay some consideration to whether we 
might not lose the United States.” 


After a short note by the Editor of the Diaries the entry 
the 3rd Feb., 1948, continues (page 364) : 


“Had lunch with Mr. B. M. Baruch. After lunch raised 
the same question with him. He took the line of advising me 
not to be active in this particular matter, and that J was already 
identified, to a degree that was not in my own interest, with 
opposition to the United Nations policy on Palestine.” 


It was about this time that a campaign of unparalleled 


slander and calumny was launched in the United States press 
and periodicals against Mr. Forrestal. So greatly did this 
appear to have affected him that in March, 1949, he resigned 
from the U.S. Defence Secretaryship; and on the 22nd of 
that month was found dead as the result of a fall from a 
very high window. 
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I SHALL always be grateful to the many Members who 
made my return to the House very much easier than it might 
have been, by their immediate greetings and friendly attitude. 
Many, I fear, whose actions in the Chamber itself and outside 
were detected or reported to the press representatives, found 
themselves the victims of a vendetta inside their con- 
stituencies and in the Press on that specific account. 

When we reflect upon these bloody happenings from 
the time of King Charles I to our own day, we can at long 
last find only one cause for satisfaction, if such a word can 
be in any way appropriate. It is that for the first time we 
can now trace the underlying influences, which explain these 
hideous disfigurations in European history. 

In the light of present-day knowledge, we can now 
recognise and understand the true significance of these terrible 
happenings. Instead of mere disconnected occurrences, we 
can now discern the merciless working of a satanic plan; and 
seeing and understanding, we are in a position to take steps 
in the future to safeguard all those values, which we love 
and stand for; and which that plan clearly seeks to destroy. 

We can at last begin to oppose the planners and 
operators of that plan, knowing about it and their technique, 
which till now have been known to them alone. In other 
words, being fore-warned, it is our fault if we are not 
fore-armed. 

Let us not forget such words as those of the Jew Marcus 
Eli Ravage, who wrote in the Century Magazine U.S.A. in 
January 1928 :—“ We have stood back of, not only the last 
war, but all your wars; and not only the Russian, but all of 
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your revolutions worthy of mention in your history.” 


Nor should we forget those of Professor Harold Laski, 
writing in the New Statesman and Nation on 11th January, 
1942 :— 

“For this war is in its essence merely an immense revolution 
in which the war of 1914, the Russian Revolution, and the 
counter revolutions on the Continent are earlier phases.” 

Nor the warning from that eminent Jewish American 
Attorney, publisher and reporter, Henry Klein, issued only 
last year :— 

“The Protocols is the plan by which a handful of Jews, 


who compose the Sanhedrin, aim to rule the world by first 
destroying Christian civilisation.” 


“Not only are the Protocols genuine, in my opinion, but 
they have been almost entirely fulfilled.” 

They have indeed been largely fulfilled; no small 
measure of Jewish thanks being due to Mr. Roosevelt and 
his “ardent lieutenant,” the self-styled “‘ architect of the 
Jewish future.” 


In the process, however, Britain and her Empire and, 
worse still, her good name and honour have been brought 
down to the dust. 


As Professor Beard wrote: “The noble principles of 
the Four Freedoms and the Atlantic Charter were for practical 
purposes discarded in the settlements which accompanied the 
progress and followed the conclusion of the war. In the 
validity of this statement the treatment of the people of 
Esthonia, Lithuania, Poland, Roumania, Yugoslavia, China, 
Indo-China, Indonesia, Italy, Germany and other places of 
the earth bear witness.” 


There appeared recently in the press the cry of Mrs. 
Chiang Kai Shek calling Britain a “ moral weakling” (in 
reference to China). “Britain has bartered the soul of a 
nation for a few pieces of silver,” she is reported as saying ; 
and further: “One day these pieces of silver will bear 
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interest in British blood, toil, sweat and tears on the battle- 
ground of freedom.” It might be General Sikorski himself 
speaking, might it not ? 

In the same paper I saw that Mr. Jackson Martindell, 
president of the American Institute of Management, has 
declared that “an Englishman’s word is no longer his bond.” 
How often have I heard this from Arab sources since 1939 ? 

“T hate to say this,” Mr. Martindell continued, “ but 
Britain is becoming poor morally as well as economically.” 

From Poland to Palestine and to China these words are 
re-echoed, and be it said, reiterated by the Jew-wise section 
of this country for many years. 

The reason is not far to seek. No man can serve two 
masters, more especially when the principles and interests 
of these two masters are as widely divergent as are those 
of Britain and her Empire, and Jewry and their Empire, the 
U.S.S.R. 

Ever since the fall of Mr. Chamberlain’s Government, 
the interests of the Jewish Empire have been advanced as 
prodigiously as those of Britain and her Empire have been 
eclipsed. 

In the process, British honour and British principles have 
been as cynically dissipated as British possessions. 

Stranger than all this—should any dare to state the truth 
in plain terms—the only response is an accusation of anti- 
Semitism. 

As Mr. Douglas Reed has clearly shown, the term 
“ anti-Semitism ” is meaningless rubbish—and as he suggests 
it might as well be called “ anti-Semolina.” 

The Arabs are Semites, and no so-called “ anti-Semite ” 
is anti-Arab. 

It is not even correct to say that he is anti-Jew. On 
the contrary, he knows better than the uninformed that a 
fair proportion of Jews are not engaged in this conspiracy. 
The only correct term for the mis-called ‘ anti-Semitic” is 
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“ Jew-wise.” It is indeed the only fair and honest term. 

The phrase “ anti-Semite ” is merely a propaganda word 
used to stampede the unthinking public into dismissing the 
whole subject from their minds without examination: so 
long as that is tolerated these evils will not only continue, 
but grow worse. 

The “ Jew-wise ” know that we have in Britain a Jewish 
“Imperium in Imperio,” which, in spite of all protestations 
and camouflage, is Jewish first and foremost, and in complete 
unison with the remainder of World Jewry. If any doubt 
this they need only read Unity in Dispersion, issued in 1948 
by the World Jewish Congress, which proclaims Jewry to 
be one nation. 

Not all Jews here wish to be railroaded into this narrow 
social tyranny; but unless this country affords them some 
way of escape they dare not take the risks—very grave risks 
—of defying it: and so they perforce co-operate to some 
degree. 

Even worse, certain Gentiles with no good excuse support 
this united force, which is in turn used to influence or control 
our political parties, home and foreign policies, press and 
public life. 

This unholy united front must be exposed and frustrated. 
One step towards this objective would seem to be firstly 
an enactment to prevent Gentile Esaus from lending their 
hands for the carrying out of orders uttered by the voice of 
Jewish Jacobs. 

Another, the detachment from the Jewish United Front 
of Jews, who do not wish to subscribe to the dictates of the 
World Jewish Congress. 

First and foremost however is the need to inform 
people of good will as to the truth of this matter, par- 
ticularly in regard to the real anatomy, aims, and methods 


of the Marxist enemy. 
It is to that end, that I humbly offer the contents 
of this book to all, who are determined fight Communism. 
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Statement by Capt. Ramsay from Brixton Prison to the 
Speaker and Members of Parliament concerning his detention 
under Paragraph 18B of the Defence Regulations. 


ALL the particulars alleged as grounds for my detention are based 
on charges that my attitude and activities in opposition to Com- 
munism, Bolshevism, and the policy of organised Jewry were not 
genuine, but merely a camouflage for anti-British designs. 

In the following memorandum, which could be greatly expanded, 
I have given a minimum of facts, which prove that not only was my 
attitude genuine, open, and unvarying during the whole of my time in 
the House of Commons, but that in the course of my researches I 
had accumulated numerous and conclusive facts compelling such an 
attitude, and leading logically to the formation of the Right Club, 
an essentially patriotic organisation. 

During the whole of my time as M.P. (since 1931) I have kept 
up an open and unremitting attack on Bolshevism and its allies. 
Indeed, I had already started this opposition long before I became 
an M.P. 


The following survey will show this; and also the eventual 
formation of the Right Club as the logical outcome of my work. 


This work falls into three phases. 


During the first, dating from soon after the Russian Revolution 
till about 1935, I supposed the powers behind Bolshevism to be 
Russian: In the second (1935-38), I appreciated that they were 
International: By the third phase, I realised them to be Jewish. 


PHASE I. 


It was always a mystery to me in Phase J why Russians spent so 
much time and money on revolutionary activities in Britain. 


My first active step was to speak in the election made famous by 
the publication in the Daily Mail of the letter written by Zinoviev 
alias Apfelbaum, calling for revolution in Britain. (I spoke against 
Bolshevism, and in the Northwich division.) 


On being elected in 1931, I joined the Russian Trade Committee, 
which kept a watch on their activities here. I also joined the Council 
of the Christian Protest Movement, founded to protest against the 
outrages on priests, nuns, and the Christian churches committed by 
the Bolsheviks. Hansard will show that 1 asked many questions 
during this period, attacking their activities in this country. 
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PHASE II. 


In Phase II, I recognised the forces behind Bolshevism not to be 
Russian, but international. 


I tried to picture the composition of that mysterious body, the 
Comintern, over whom, according to the replies to my Parliamentary 
questions, the Soviet Government could exercise no control. 


In the latter end of this phase I had made sufficient progress with 
this mental picture of the Comintern, that I made it the subject of a 
number of addresses, which I gave to Rotary Clubs and other societies 
in London, Edinburgh, and elsewhere, entitling them frequently, ‘‘ Red 
Wings Over Europe.” 


This second phase lasted well into the Spanish Civil War. 
Recognising almost at once the guilt of the Comintern in the whole 
affair, down to the International Brigade, I attacked them continuously 
by a stream of questions in the House. 


The attitude of the entire British national Press at first amazed, 
and subsequently helped to enlighten me, as to the real powers behind 
World Revolution. The press presented General Franco’s enemies as 
liberal and Protestant reformers, instead of the anti-God international 
revolutionaries they were. 


Officials of the Russian Cheka were actually in charge of the 
prisons on the Red side. McGovern established all the main facts 
in his pamphlet, Red Terror in Spain. 

I organised parades of sandwich-men at this time to expose the 
Bolshevik guilt in Spain, assisted a paper called The Free Press, and 
did what propaganda I could. Some eighty or ninety M.P.s subscribed 
at one time or another to these efforts. 


In September 1937 I accepted the Chairmanship of the United 
Christian Front Committee, on behalf of Sir Henry Lunn. Thereafter 
many thousands of letters were sent out over my signature to leading 
people in the Kingdom, appraising them of the true facts of the war 
in Spain, and urging Christians of all communities to join in combating 
the Godless Red Terror, that threatened Spain then, and thereafter 
all Europe, Britain included. 


A number of patriotic societies now began to co-operate regularly 
with me in this work against Bolshevism, including the National 
Citizens’ Union, the British Empire League, the Liberty Restoration 
League, and the Economic League. We took to meeting regularly in a 
Committee Room of the House of Commons. 


In May 1936, when I set out to oppose the entry into this country 
of agents of the Comintern for attending the so-called Godless Con- 
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gress, we were joined by the British Bible Union, the Order of the 
Child, and the British Israel World Federation. From information 
given me by these societies, I realised that the previous Godless Con- 
gress, held at Prague, had brought under unified control all the 
National Free-Thinker societies, who were now under the authority 
of the Militant Godless of Russia, and were therefore a subtle and 
potent weapon for Bolshevik propaganda. 


At our meetings to co-ordinate opposition, we all agreed that 
while it was perhaps the right of British men and women to hold a 
Congress on any subject, this liberty should not be construed into 
licence for international revolutionaries to develop their plans for the 
destruction of the religious, social and public life of our country. 


On the 28th June, therefore, I introduced a Bill entitled the 
ALIENS’ RESTRICTION (BLASPHEMY) BILL, to prevent aliens 
from attending this Congress, or making it the occasion for the 
distribution of their blasphemous literature. 


The Bill received a first reading by 165 votes to 134. In the 
No Lobby were Messrs. Rothschild, G. R. Strauss, T. Levy, A. M. 
Lyons, Sir F. Harris, D. N. Pritt, W. Gallacher, Dr. Haden Guest, 
and Dr. Summerskill. 


In the autumn of 1938 I was made acquainted with the fact that 
the power behind World Revolution was not just a vague body of 
Internationalists, but organised World Jewry. The first document so 
convincing me was actually a British Government White Paper, of 
whose existence I had not been previously aware. This quoted ver- 
batim an extract from a report received by Mr. Balfour on September 
19th, 1918, from Mr. Oudendyke, the Netherlands Minister in Petro- 
grad, who was at that time in charge of British interests there, as 
follows :— 


“The danger is now so great, that I feel it my duty to call 
the attention of the British Government and all other Govern- 
menst to the fact that if an end is not put to Bolshevism at once 
the civilisation of the whole world will be threatened. This is 
not an exaggeration, but a matter of fact.... I consider that 
the immediate suppression of Bolshevism is the greatest issue 
before the world, not even excluding the war which is still raging, 
and unless as above stated Bolshevism is nipped in the bud imme- 
diately it is bound to spread over Europe and the whole world 
in one form or another, as it is organised and worked by Jews, 
who have no nationality and whose one object it is to destroy 
for their own ends the existing order of things. The only manner 
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in which this danger can be averted would be collective action on 
the part of all the Powers.” 


Almost as remarkable as the above quotation was the fact 
brought to my notice simultaneously, namely, that this White Paper 
had been immediately withdrawn, and replaced by an abridged edition, 
from which these vital passages had been eliminated. I was shown 
the two White Papers—the original and the abridged issue, side by 
side. The second document which came to my notice at this time 
was the booklet entitled, The Rulers of Russia, written by Dr. Dennis 
Fahey, C.S.S.P., and bearing the imprimatur of the Archbishop of 
Dublin, dated the 26th March, 1938. In the opening sentence of this 
pamphlet Dr. Fahey writes : 


“In this pamphlet I present to my readers a number of 
serious documents which go to show that the real forces behind 
Bolshevism are Jewish forces; and that Bolshevism is really an 
instrument in the hands of the Jews for the establishment of their 
future Messianic kingdom.” 


Dr. Fahey then adduces an interesting volume of evidence. On 
page 1 he gives also the following passage by Mr. Hilaire Belloc, 
taken from the latter’s Weekly, dated 4th February, 1937 :— 


“ As for anyone who does not know that the present revolu- 
tionary Bolshevist movement in Russia is Jewish, I can only say 
that he must be a man who is taken in by the suppression of our 
deplorable Press.” 


Other authorities quoted in the pamphlet include Dr. Homer, 
D.Sc., Count Leon de Poncins in his Contre-Revolution. and evidence 
given on 12th February, 1919, before a Committee of the United 
States Senate by the Rev. George A. Simons, Superintendent of the 
Methodist Episcopal Church in Petrograd from 1907 to October 6th, 
1918. 


The Rev. Mr. Simons stated on this occasion with regard to the 
Bolshevik Government in Petrograd :— 


“In December 1918 . . . . under the Presidency of a man 
known as Apfelbaum (Zinovieff) . .. . out of 388 members, only 
16 happened to be real Russians, and all the rest (with the 
exception of one man, who is a negro from North America) 
were Jews .... and 265 of these Jews belonging to this Northern 
Commune Government that is sitting in the old Smolny Institute 
come from the Lower East Side of New York—265 of them.” 
On page 8 Dr. Fahey quotes figures showing that in the year 
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1936 :— 


“The Central Committee of the Communist Party in 
Moscow, the very centre of Internationa] Communism. consisted 
of 59 members, of whom 56 were Jews, and the other three were 
married to Jewesses. . . .” 


“Stalin, present ruler of Russia, is not a Jew, but he took 
as his second wife the twenty-one year old sister of the Jew 
L. M. Kaganovitch, his right-hand man, who has been spoken of 
as his probable or possible successor. Stalin’s every movement 
is made under Jewish eyes.” 


In addition to these documents there now reached me a quantity 
of evidence concerning Jewish activities in Great Britain in the shape 
of subversive organisations of every description, anti-religious, anti- 
moral, revolutionary, and those working to establish the Jewish 
system of financial and industrial monopoly. 


Thus I became finally convinced of the fact that the Russian and 
Spanish revolutions, and the subversive societies in Britain, were part 
and parcel of the one and the same Plan, secretly operated and con- 
trolled by World Jewry, exactly on the lines laid down in the 
Protocols of the Elders of Zion, filed in the British Museum in 1906 
(which had been reproduced soon after the last war by The Morning 
Post, and from which this newspaper never recovered), These 
Protocols are no forgery, and I and others could supply evidence to 
that effect that would convince any impartia] Tribunal. 


At the next meeting of the Patriotic and Christian societies, J 
felt in duty bound to broach the Jewish question ; and realised, very 
soon, that there had come a parting of the ways. With very few 
exceptions our co-operation ceased. I realised that if anything was 
to be done, some special group would have to be formed which, while 
retaining the essential characteristics of the former one, would take 
up the task of opposing and exposing the Jewish menace. It was 
then that the idea of the Right Club originated, though the actual 
formation did not actually come about till some months Jater, in 
May 1939, 


From the autumn of 1938 onwards, I spent many hours a week 
talking to back-benchers and members of the Government alike on 
these subjects. 


The very magnitude of the issues involved put many off. One 
particular rejoinder typifies in my recollection this sort of attitude: 
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“Well, that is all very disturbing, awful, in fact; ‘but what is one to 
do about it? I shall go off now and try and forget all about it as 
soon as possible.” 


About the end of 1938, news was brought to me that the control 
shares of the Daily Mail were for sale. 


Knowing that a severe advertisement boycott had been put in 
operation against the paper following upon its having printed two or 
three articles giving what in Internationalist eyes had been a pro- 
Franco view of the Spanish War (in reality, the truth), the news was 
no great surprise to me. 


Could I find a buyer? I decided to approach a certain very 
wealthy and patriotic peer, the head of a great business. A mutual 
friend arranged an interview. 


On introduction I gave a survey of the activities and power of 
Organised Jewry in general, and of their secret publicity control in 
Britain in particular, as I saw it. When I ended after some 70 minutes, 
general concurrence in my views was expressed. Thereupon the 
mutual friend and J tried to persuade our hearer to buy the said shares, 
and “tear the gag off the conspiracy of silence.” ‘I daren’t,” he 
replied, ‘they would bring me to a crust of bread. If it was only 
myself, I wouldn’t mind; I’d fight them. But many of my shares 
are held by the widow and the orphan, and for their sakes I must 
refuse.” 


On our expressing astonishment that Jewry could inflict such 
crushing retaliation on a man of his financial strength and industrial 
power, and so conspicuous a national figure, he gave us details of just 
such retaliation directed against him by Organised Jewry some years 
previously. He had refused to comply with some demands they had 
made of him affecting his works. After a final warning, which he 
ignored, a world boycott had been started against him, which had 
become effective in 24 hours, wherever he had agents or offices. Fires 
and strikes also mysteriously occurred. The resulting losses had 
finally compelled him to give in. 


Within 24 hours the boycott was lifted all over the world. 


The consistent mis-reporting of important features in the Spanish 
Civil War had deeply impressed many M.P.s. They felt that a bias 
so extreme, so universal, and so consistent, always against Franco, 
indicated the existence of some deliberate plan, and though unwilling 
to agree my thesis, that the Jews were operating this contro] by 
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various means, and that the whole affair was part of their World 
Plan, nevertheless many felt that something was very wrong some- 
where. 


In the course of these conversations I obtained the support of 
Members of all parties to the Bill I was preparing in this connection. 


On December 13th, 1938, I introduced the Bill entitled 
COMPANIES ACT AMENDMENT BILL, which made it compulsory 
for shares in Newspapers and News Agencies to be held in the actual 
names of the holders, instead of the names of nominees as is done 
now in the majority of cases. 


The Bill received a First Reading by 151 votes to 104. In the 
Aye Lobby were Members of all parties, including 13 Right Hon. 
Gentlemen (8 of these Socialists). 


In the No Lobby were Messrs. Rothschild, Schuster, Shinwell, 
Cazalet, Gallacher, Sir A. Sinclair, Gluckstein, and Mr. Samuel Storey 
opposed, also blocked the Bill; and seemed suitable for that role. 


I now took the decision to proceed at once with the formation 
of a group similar in character to the group of representatives of 
Christian and patriotic societies, which I had worked with up to the 
emergence of the Jewish problem ; but this time a group which would 
place opposition to that menace in the forefront of its activities. 


The group was finally inaugurated in May 1939, and was the 
Right Club. Simultaneously, a Committee was formed with the dual 
purpose of co-ordinating the work of all the Patriotic Societies referred 
to on pp. —— and of being a recruiting ground for the Right Club. 
This group was called the Co-ordinating Committee. 


Mr. Cross was the Secretary, and the late Duke of Wellington, 
President of the Liberty Restoration League, was the Chairman at 
most of the few meetings we held. The first object of the Right Club 
was to enlighten the Tory Party and clear it from any Jewish control. 


Organized Jewry was now clearly out for World War. The failure 
of their International Brigade in Spain, and the growing exposure of 
themselves, and the consequent risk of total collapse of their plans 
rendered immediate war from their point of view imperative. 


In July 1939 I had an interview with the Prime Minister. 1 dealt 
with the Russian Revolution, and the part Jewry had played in it; 
and with the Spanish Revolution, prepared and carried out on similar 
lines by much the same people; with the subversive societies in 
Britain, and the Press and news control existing in this country. I 
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finally drew the Prime Minister's attention to the underground work 
that was going on with the object of overthrowing his peace policy 
and himself, and precipitating the war. Mr. Chamberlain considered 
that charges of so grave and far-reaching a character would require 
very substantial documentary proof. I decided to collect documentary 
proof which would make it possible for action to be taken. 


The outbreak of war enabled the Jews to give their activities the 
cloak of patriotism. Their press power enabled them to portray 
those opposing their designs and exposing them as pro-Nazi, and dis- 
loyal to Britain. The difficulty I was faced with was that while I 
was in duty bound to warn the country against the consequences of a 
policy influenced by Organized Jewry and opposed to British interests, 
I, at the same time, did not want to create difficulties for Mr. 
Chamberlain. 


It was decided, therefore, that the Right Club should close down 
for the duration. The spirit of the Club naturally led the younger 
members to join the Services, wherein they have served with distinction 
on most fronts. It was in keeping with the same spirit that others not 
so engaged, should continue to fight the internal enemy, no less formid- 
able than the Axis Powers and in a way more dangerous, owing to 
his secret methods and the fact that he can work from within as well 
as from without. 


To this end, therefore, ] and others in an individual capacity 
disseminated on occasion some leaflets of mine called Do You Know? 
and Have You Noticed? ; my verses beginning “ Land of dope and 
Jewry,” and some anti-Jewish stickers. This was with the idea of 
educating the public sufficiently to maintain the atmosphere in which 
the “phoney” war, as it was called, might be converted into an 
honourable negotiated peace. 


It was certainly not defeatist, as Jewish propaganda tried to make 
out. It was not we of the Right Club who were holding back from 
the fighting Services in this war, any more than in the last; quite 
the contrary. 


I was determined to make further efforts to convince Mr. 
Chamberlain, and even perhaps the 1922 Committee, of the truth 
of my case, and thus avert total war, and commenced reinforcing the 
documentary evidence already in my possession. 


By January 1940, I had details of nearly thirty subversive societies 
working on various revolutionary and corrosive lines, and had com- 
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pleted a very large chart, showing the principal members of each. 


Six names stood out clearly, as a sort of interlocking directorate. 
They were Prof. H. Laski, Mr. Israel Moses Sieff, Prof. Herman 
Levy, Mr. Victor Gollancz, Mr. D. N. Pritt, M.P., and Mr. G. R. 
Strauss, M.P. 


In February 1940, on my arrival in London, I was handed the 
literature of a new group, who were advocating FEDERAL UNION. 
The list of supporters’ names was startling. It might have been 
copied from the chart I had just completed. There could be no 
mistake as to the source of this scheme. Later, when this group 
became active, I put down the following question :— 


Captain Ramsay asked the Prime Minister whether he could 
assure the House that the creation of a Federal Union of the 
European States is not one of the war aims of H.M.’s Govern- 
ment. 


Mr. Butler (on May 9th) gave a non-committal reply. 
To this I asked the following supplementary :— 


Captain Ramsay: Is my Right Hon. Friend aware that this 
plan, if adopted, will arouse hostility against us in almost the 
whole of Europe, who look upon it as the setting up of a Judzo- 
Masonic super-State ? 


(Note.—The Protocols of the Elders of Zion make it clear 
that World Jewry and Orient Masonry will set up just such a 
regime after the Gentile States have been reduced by War and 
Revolutions to hewers of wood and drawers of water.) 


Mr. Butler: I would rather leave my Hon. Friend's inter- 
pretation of this plan to him. 
A virulent Press campaign was now in full swing to suppress 
Anti-Semitic” views and activities by declaring that “ Anti- 
Semitism ” was pro-Nazi. Fearing less the Home Secretary might 
be inclined into this direction, which was a false direction, I asked 
him on May 9th, 1940 :— 


Captain Ramsay: Whether he will give an assurance that 
care will be taken, both in the administration of the present 
regulations, and in framing revised ones, that a distinction is 
made between anti-Semitism and pro-Nazism ? 


Sir J. Anderson: I hope that any restrictive measures applied 
to organized propaganda may in practice be confined to such 
propaganda as is calculated to impede the war effort; and from 
that point of view I cannot recognise as relevant the distinction 
which My Hon. and Gallant Friend seeks to draw. 
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Captain Ramsay: While thanking by Right Hon. Friend for 
his reply, in view of the fact that he seems somewhat confused 
on this point, will he assure the House that he refuses to be 
stampeded into identifying the two things by a ramp in our Jew- 
ridden Press ? 


Sir J. Anderson: There is no question of my being stampeded 
into anything. 


It was in the last weeks of Mr. Chamberlain’s Premiership that 
I was enabled to look through some of the U.S. Embassy papers at 
Mr. Kent's flat. 


This then was the position, and these were the considerations 
which led me to inspect them. 


1.— Together with many members of both Houses of Parliament, 
I was fully aware that among the agencies here and abroad, 
which had been actively engaged in promoting bad feeling 
between Great Britain and Germany, Organized Jewry, for 
obvious reasons, had played a leading part. 


2.—I knew the U.S.A. to be the headquarters of Jewry, and 
therefore the real, though not apparent, centre of their 
activity. 


3.—I was aware that Federal Union was the complement in 
international affairs of the scheme of Political and Economic 
Planning (P.E.P.). The Chairman of P.E.P. is Mr. Israel 
Moses Sieff, who is also Vice-Chairman of the Zionist 
Federation and Grand Commander of the Order of Macca- 
beans) designed to bring about Bolshevism by stealth in the 
sphere of industry and commerce, and that it must be 
regarded as the Super-State, which is one of the principal 
objectives of International Jewry. 


4.—I recognised that plans for establishing Marxist Socialism 
under Jewish control in this country were far advanced. As 
to their intentions, there could be no doubt. 


5.—1 knew that the technique of International Jewry is always 
to plan the overthrow at critical junctures of any national 
leader who seriously opposes some essential part of their 
designs, as for instance Mr. Chamberlain had done by 
adhering to his policy of pacification, and that in this case Mr. 
Chamberlain’s fall would precipitate total war. 


6.— I remembered that Mr. Lloyd George had said in the House 
of Commons, that if we were let in for a war over Poland 
without the help of Russia, we should be walking into a trap. 
We walked into that trap. 
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Further information as to its origin, design, and ultimate objec- 
tive, would have strengthened Mr. Chamberlain’s hand, and would 
have enabled him to take the appropriate counter-measures. 


As a Member of Parliament, still loyal to Mr. Chamberlain, 
considered it my duty to investigate. 


About the 9th or 10th of May I went to Scotland for a fortnight’s 
rest, having seen only a part of the documents, and intending to 
resume my investigations on my return. 


Before I could conclude them, however, Mr. Chamberlain had 
fallen from office, and I was arrested a few days later on the steps of 
my house, when I returned to London on the 23rd May, 1940. 


I am appending the Particulars, alleged as Reasons for my 
detention, and my comments thereon. 


(Signed) ARCHIBALD RAMSAY. 
Brixton Prison, 
August 23rd, 1943. 


PARTICULARS ALLEGED AS REASONS 
FOR MY DETENTION. 


There follows here a copy of the Particulars, which were alleged 
to be reasonable grounds for my detention for the Jast three years. 


It will be seen that the whole basis of every one of them is, that 
my opposition to Communism, Bolshevism and World Jewry was 
but a sham; a disloyal ruse, in fact, adopted to mask anti-British 
activities in relation to the war. 


Anyone conversant with doings in the House of Commons will 
be more or Jess familiar with the anti-Bolshevik activities that I have 
kept up openly and consistently all through my time in the House 
since 1931 ; and which activities became anti-Jewish in 1938, when I 
realized that Bolshevism was Jewish and an integral part of their 
World Plan. 


The framer of these Particulars brushes aside the whole of that 
eight years’ record, and proceeds to fabricate and reiterate some new 
and disloyal purpose, for which slanders he offers no shred of 
substantiation. 
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Home Office 
Advisory Committee 
(Defence Regulation 18B) 
Telephone : REGent 4784 London, W.1. 
Ref. ; ......R.4...... 
24th June, 1940. 


REASONS FOR ORDER MADE UNDER DEFENCE 
REGULATION 18B IN THE CASE OF CAPTAIN 
ARCHIBALD MAULE RAMSAY, MP. 


The Order under Defence Regulation 18B was made against 


Captain Archibald Maule Ramsay, M.P., because the Secretary of 
State had reasonable cause to believe that the said Captain Archibald 
Maule RAMSAY, M.P., had been recently concerned in acts preju- 
dicial to the public safety or the defence of the Realm, or in the 
preparation or instigation of such acts, and that by reason thereof it 
was necessary to exercise contro] over him. 


(i) 


(ii) 


(iii) 


(iv) 


PARTICULARS. 
The said Captain Archibald Maule RAMSAY, M.P. 


In or about the month of May 1939, formed an Organisation 
under the name of the “ Right Club,” which ostensibly directed 
its activities against Jews, Freemasons and Communists. This 
Organisation, in reality, was designed secretly to spread subver- 
sive and defeatist views among the civil population of Great 
Britain, to obstruct the war effort of Great Britain, and thus to 
endanger public safety and the defence of the Realm. 


In furtherance of the real objects of the Organisation, the said 
RAMSAY allowed the names of the members of the Organisation 
to be known only to himself, and took great precautions to see 
that the register of members did not leave his possession or con- 
trol; and stated that he had taken steps to mislead the Police 
and the Intelligence Branch of the War Office as to the real 
activities of the Organisation. These steps were taken to prevent 
the real purposes of the Organisation being known. 


Frequently expressed sympathy with the policy and aims of the 
German Government; and at times expressed his desire to 
co-operate with the German Government in the conquest and 
subsequent government of Great Britain. 


After the formation of the Organisation, made efforts, on behalf 
of the Organisation, to introduce members of the Organisation 
into the Foreign Office, the Censorship, the Intelligence Branch 
of the War Office, and Government departments, in order to 
eed the real objects of the Organisation as set out in (i) 
ereof, 
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(v) After the outbreak of war, associated with and made use of 
persons known to him to be active in opposition to the interests 
of Great Britain. Among such persons were one, Anna Wolkoff, 
and one, Tyler Kent, a Coding Officer employed at the Embassy 
of the United States of America. With knowledge of the activities 
in which Wolkoff and Kent were engaged, he continued to 
associate with them and to make use of their activities on behalf 
of the ‘‘ Right Club’’ and of himself. In particular, with know- 
ledge that Kent had abstracted important documents, the property 
of the Embassy of the United States of America, he visited Kent's 
flat at 47, Gloucester Place, where many of the said documents 
were kept, and inspected them for his own purposes. He further 
deposiated with the said Kent the secret register of the members 
of the ‘‘ Right Club,”’ of which Organisation Kent had become an 
important member, in order to try and keep the nature of the 
Organisation secret. 


(vi) Permitted and authorized his wife to act on his behalf in 
associating with, and making use of, persons known to him to be 
active in opposing the interests of Great Britain. Among these 
persons were Anna Wolkoff, Tyler Kent, and Mrs. Christabel 
Nicholson. 


PARTICULAR (i) 


In or about the month of May 1939 formed an Organization 
called the ‘‘ Right Club,’’ which ostensibly directed its activities 
against Jews, Freemasons, and Communists. This Organization 
was secretly designed to spread subversive and defeatist views 
among the civil population of Great Britain, to obstruct the war 
effort of Great Britain, and thus to endanger public safety and 
the defence of the Realm. 


Reply. 


The formation of the Right Club, as the attached memorandum 
shows, was the logical outcome of many years of work against 
bolshevism, carried on both inside and outside the House of 
Commons, and well-known to all my political colleagues since 1931. 

The main object of the Right Club was to oppose and expose 
the activities of Organized Jewry, in the light of the evidence which 
came into my possession in 1938, some of which is given in the 
memorandum. 


Our first objective was to clear the Conservative Party of Jewish 
influence, and the character of our membership and meetings were 
strictly in keeping with this objective. There were no other and 
secret purposes. 
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Our hope was to avert war, which we considered to be mainly 
the work of Jewish intrigue centred in New York. Later, I and many 
others hoped to turn the “ phoney” war into, not total war, but an 
honourable negotiated peace. 


It is difficult to imagine a body of persons less capable of being 
“ subversive’ as this Particular suggests, and coupling this charge 
with the charge of being “‘ defeatist ” places this whole Particular in 
the realm of the ludicrous. 


PARTICULAR (ii). 

“In furtherance of the real objects of the Organization 
the said RAMSAY allowed the names of the members of the 
Organization to be known only to himself, and took great 
precautions that the register of members did not leave his 
possession or contro]; and stated that he had taken steps to 
mislead the Police and the Intelligence Branch of the War Office 
as to the real activities of the Organization. These steps were 
taken to prevent the real purpose of the Organization being 

nown.” 


Reply. 

The real objects of the Right Club being the declared objects, 
and there being no other objects whatever, the Jatter part of this 
Particular is pure fabrication. 


There was only one respect in which our aims differed from the 
Police and M.I., namely, the Jewish question. 


Neither Police nor M.J. recognised the Jewish menace. Neither 
had any machinery for dealing with it, or for withholding information 
from Jewish members of their personnel. 

If names of members of the Club had been placed at the disposa] 
of either of these departments, they would have been seized upon by 
the Jewish members therein, and reported on to the very quarters from 
which many members wished them to be withheld. 


PARTICULAR (iii). 


“ Frequently expressed sympathy with the policy and aims 
of the German Government ; and at times expressed his desire to 
co-operate with the German Government in the conquest and 
subsequent government of Great Britain.” 


Reply. 


The latter half of this Particular is a fabrication so preposterous 
that I propose to treat it with the contempt it deserves. 
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Scotland. 


Lord Marley embroidered this fiction in the Lords a few days 
after my arrest, insinuating that J had undertaken to be Gauleiter of 


My solicitors at once invited him to repeat his remarks outside. 
Needless to say, he did not do so, for there is not a shred of justifica- 
tion for either this Particular or his slanders. 


The term “sympathy with the policy and aims of the German 
Government” is misleading to the verge of dishonesty. It suggests 
some general agreement or understanding. 


Nothing of the kind existed. 


I have never been to Germany, and beyond one forma! luncheon 
at their Embassy knew no Germans. What little I had learned about 
the Nazi system did not appeal to me. 


I have never approved of the idea of movements on distantly 
similar lines being formed in Britain. On the contrary, I disapproved. 


My view was that the Unionist Party, once enlightened, was the 
body best suited to take the needful counter-measures to the Jewish 
plan, and that to do so successfully it did not even need to go outside 
the powers latent in our Constitution. 


In a general way my views concerning German aspirations 
coincided exactly with those expressed by Lord Lothian in his speech 
at Chatham House on 29th June, 1937, when he said : 


“ Now if the principle of self-determination were applied on 
behalf of Germany in the way in which it was applied against 
her, it would mean the re-entry of Austria into Germany, the 
union of the Sudeten-Deutsch, Danzig and possibly Memel with 
Germany, and certain adjustments with Poland in Silesia and 
the Corridor.” 


The only aspect of the Nazi policy which contacted in any 
special way with my views was the opposition to the disruptive activi- 
ties of Organized World Jewry. No patriot—British, French, German 
or of any other nationality—is justified in abandoning the defence of 
his country to that onslaught, once he has recognized its reality. 


To confuse sympathy on this one and loyal point with sympathy 
with the whole Nazi policy and aims is dishonest ; to develop this 
fallacy into a charge of preferring that system to our own, and being 
prepared to force that system (of which I disapproved) upon my own 
country, is the last word in infamy. 
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PARTICULAR (iv). 


“ After the formation of the Organization, made efforts on 
behalf of the Organization, to introduce members of the 
Organization into the Foreign Office, the Censorship, the 
Intelligence Branch of the War Office, and Government depart- 
ments, in order to further the real objects of the Organization, 
as set out in (i) hereof.” 


Reply. 


Again we have here the fabrication of the wholly unjustifiable 
charge of a secret and disloyal purpose, already dealt with in 
Particular (i), and my Memorandum. 


In regard to the matter of members of the Right Club and 
Government offices, I would say this :— 


The objects of the Club being to spread as rapidly as possible 
the truth concerning the Jewish danger, time was always a vital 
factor. From the outset we were in a race with the Jewish 
propagandists. 

To counter them in as many different spheres as possible was 
obviously the quickest method. Ten members in ten different spheres 
would spread our information more widely, more quickly than ten 
members all in the same office or club. 


Every political group must follow these lines; this method is 
the common practice of all political parties. 


1 never at any time made any effort to get any member a job 
in any Government Office. 


If a member had a choice of two jobs, and didn’t mind which 
he or she took, and asked me about it, I should clearly have replied 
that as far as the Club was concerned, the sphere in which we had 
no member to preach the gospel was the one to choose. 


For the knowledge to reach such places as the Foreign Office, 
War Office, etc., was obviously to achieve the enlightenment of 
influential persons most rapidly of all. 


PARTICULAR (v) 


“After the outbreak of war, associated with and made use 
of persons known by him to be active in opposition to the 
interests of Great Britain. Among such persons were one, Anna 
Wolkoff, and one, Tyler Kent, a Coding Officer employed at the 
Embassy of the U.S.A., with the knowledge of the activities in 
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which Wolkoff and Kent were engaged, he continued to associate 
with them and to make use of their activities on behalf of the 
‘Right Club’ and of himself. In particular with knowledge that 
Kent had abstracted important documents, the property of the 
Embassy of the U.S.A., he visited Kent’s flat at 47, Gloucester 
Place, where many of the said documents were kept. and 
inspected them for his own purpose. He further deposited with 
the said Kent the secret register of the members of the ‘ Right 
Club,’ of which Organization Kent had become an important 
member, in order to try and keep the nature of the Organization 
secret.” 


Reply. 


I have never at any time of my life associated with persons 
whom I have known to be in opposition to the interests of Britain. 
On the contrary, my whole record proves that I have devoted more 
time and trouble than most people to fighting just such persons. 


I certainly did not know, and do not now know, that either 
Mr. Kent or Miss Wolkoff were engaged in activities calculated or 
likely to harm the interests of Britain. 


From my own acquaintance with them both, and conversations 
[ have had during that period, I know they both recognized the 
activities of Organized Jewry to be one of the most evil forces in 
politics in general, and one of the most dangerous to the interests 
of Britain in particular. 


All their actions will have been directed to countering those 
Powers and their designs, and most certainly not to anything that 
might injure the interests of Britain. 


As for myself, I should like to add here most emphatically, in 
view of various mendacious allegations on the subject that have 
since reached my ears, that I have never, and of course could never 
ccntemplate communicating information to enemy quarters. 


Having reasonable cause to believe that the Jewish International 
intrigues to bring about total war radiated from New York, and 
knowing that activities were being carried on to sabotage Mr. 
Chamberlain’s policy of pacification and to bring about his over- 
throw, it was my obvious duty as a Member of Parliament, and one 
still loyal to Mr. Chamberlain, to make any investigation I could. 


I deposited the Red Book of names of the Right Club members 
at Mr. Kent’s flat for the period of my absence from London only. 
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I had heard of several persons who had had their papers (dealing 
with the same sort of subjects as mine) ransacked by persons un- 
known in their absence. 

As I have stated already, I had given explicit assurance of 
ptivacy to some of the persons whose names were entered therein. 
Had their names even come into the hands of the British Secret 
Police, personated as this force is by Jews, their attitude vis-a-vis 
the Jewish menace would have become known at once in the very 
quarters from which they made a particular point of their being 
withheld, namely, Jewish quarters. 

Political burglary is no new thing in this country, when one 
is suspected of possessing information relating to the activities of 
Organized Jewry. 

Lord Craigmyle, when Lord of Appeal, had his whole house 
ransacked, every drawer broken open and every paper searched 
without anything being stolen, at a time when it was reasonable to 
suppose that his papers contained such matter. 

The Chief Lieutenant of Police in Edinburgh declared at the 
time that it was a “political burglary”; the perpetrators were 
never traced. 

(See the letter of Lord Craigmyle, dated 6th July, 1920, entitled 

“Edinburgh and Freedom,” published in Letters to Isabel.) 


PARTICULAR (vi). 


“Permitted and authorised his wife to act on his behalf in 
association with, and making use of, persons known by him to 
be active in opposition to the interests of Great Britain. Among 
these were Anna Wolkoff, Tyler Kent and Mrs. Christabel 
Nicholson.” 


Reply. 


There is no truth whatever in this Particular; and I propose 
to treat it with ane contempt it eserves: 


Needless to say, the Home Office Advisory Committee produced 
no evidence to support any of the slanders contained in any of the 
above Particulars. 


CONCLUSION 


I submit this statement, and the comments on the 
Particulars, not for my own sake, but to enlighten the 
country. 
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When things reach a stage wherein a Lord of Appeal, 
whose papers are suspected of relating to the plans of 
Organized Jewry, can be “ politically burgled.” 


When a White Paper containing vital passages on Jewish 
World-Bolshevism can be immediately withdrawn, and re- 
printed omitting the vital passages. 


When a leading British Industrialist can be blackmailed 
by Organized Jewry, and coerced into submission by boycott, 
strikes, acts of sabotage and arson. 


When a Member of Parliament, who dares to try and 
warn the country against this menace of Organized Jewry 
and their help-mates (the only Fifth Column that really exists 
in this country) is thereupon imprisoned for three years on 
false charges. 


When these things can happen in Britain, then there must 
surely be something wrong somewhere. 


At a time when Britain and the Empire are engaged in 
a life-and-death struggle, surely there can be no room for 
the foul teachings and activities which I have touched upon. 


While our sailors, soldiers and airmen are winning vic- 
tories over the external enemies, surely it is the duty of 
every patriot to fight this internal enemy at home. 


The Prime Minister, in his speech at the Mansion House, 
Stated that he had not become the King’s First Minister in 
order to preside over the liquidation of the British Empire. 


There are more ways than one of encompassing the 
liquidation of the British Empire today; and the National 
Leader who is determined to counter them all will not only 
need the utmost support of all patriots, but I believe it will 
be proved that his most formidable difficulties will emanate 
from just those very powers which I and other members of 
the Right Club have all along striven to oppose and expose 
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Les Estatutz de la Jeuerie 1275. 
From The Statutes of 
the Realm. Vol. 1, 
page 221. 


THE STATUTES OF JEWRY. 


Usury forbidden to the Jews. 

Forasmuch as the King hath seen that divers evils and the 
disinheriting of good men of his land have happened by the usuries 
which the Jews have made in time past, and that divers sins have 

followed thereupon albeit that he and his ancestors have received 

much benefit from the Jewish people in all times past, nevertheless, 
for the honour of God and the common benefit of the people the 
King hath ordained and established, that from henceforth no Jew 
shall lend anything at usury either upon land, or upon rent or upon 
other thing. 


And that no usuries shall run in time coming from the feast 
of St. Edward last past. Notwithstanding the covenants before made 
shall be observed, saving that the usuries shall cease. But all those 
who owe debts to Jews upon pledge of moveables shall acquit them 
between this and Easter; if not they shall be forfeited. And if 
any Jew shall lend at usury contrary to this Ordinance, the King 
will not lend his aid, neither by himself or his officers for the 
recovering of his loan; but will punish him at his discretion for 
the offence and will do justice to the Christian that he may obtain 
his pledges again. 

Distress for Jews. 

And that the distress for debts due unto the Jews from henceforth 
shall not be so grievous but that the moiety of lands and chattels 
of the Christians shall remain for their maintenance: and that no 
distress shall be made for a Jewry debt upon the heir of the debtor 
named in the Jew’s deed, nor upon any other person holding the 
land that was the debtor’s before that the debt be put in suit and 
allowed in court. 


Valuing lands taken for a Jew’s debt. 


And if the sheriff or other bailiff by the King’s command hath 
to give Saisin (possession) to a Jew be it one or more, for their debt, 
the chattels shall be valued by the oaths of good men and be 
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delivered to the Jew or Jews or to their proxy to the amount of the 
debt; and if the chattels be not sufficient, the lands shall be extended 
by the same oath before the delivery of Saisin to the Jew or Jews, to 
each in his due proportion, so that it may be certainly known that 
the debt is quit, and the Christian may have his land again ; saving 
always to the Christian the moiety of his land and chattels for his 
maintenance as aforesaid, and the chief mansion. 


Warranty to Jews. 

And if any moveable hereafter be found in possession of a 
Jew, and any man shal] sue him the Jew shall be allowed his 
warranty if he may have it; and if not let him answer therefore so 
that he be not therein otherwise privileged than a Christian. 


Abode of Jews. 

And that all Jews shall dwell in the King’s own cities and 
boroughs where the chests of the chirographs of Jews are wont 
to be. 


Their badge. 

And that each Jew after he shall be seven years old, shal] wear 
a badge on his outer garment that is to say in the form of two 
tables joined of yellow falt of the length of six inches and of the 
breadth of three inches. 


Their tax. 

And that each one, after he shall be twelve years old pay three 
pence yearly at Easter of tax to the King whose bond-man he is ; 
and this shall hold place as well for a woman as for a man. 


Conveyance of land. etc., by Jews. 

And that no Jew shall have the power to infeoff (take possession 
of) another whether Jew or Christian of houses, rents, or tenements. 
that he now hath, nor to alien in any other manner, nor to make 
acquittance to any Christian of his debt without the special licence 
of the King, until the King shall have otherwise ordained therein. 


Privileges of the Jews. 

And forasmuch as it is the will and sufferance of Holy Church 
that they may live and be preserved, the King taketh them under 
his protection, and granteth them his peace; and willeth that they 
be safely preserved and defended by his sherriffs and other bailiffs 
and by his liege men, and commandeth that none shal] do them 
harm or damage or wrong in their bodies or in their goods, move- 
able or immovable, and they shall neither plead nor be impleaded 
in any court nor be challenged or troubled in any court except in 
the court of the King whose bondmen they are ; and that none shall 
owe obedience, or service or rent except to the King or his bailiffs 
in his name unless it be for their dwelling which they now hold by 
paying rent; saving the right of Holy Church. 


Intercourse between Jews and Christians. 
_ And the King granteth unto them that they may gain their 
living by lawful merchandise and their labour, and that they may 
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have intercourse with Christians in order to carry on lawful trade 
by selling and buying. But that no Christian for this cause or any 
other shall dwell among them. And the King willeth that they 
shall not by reason of their merchandise be put to lot and soot nor 
in taxes with the men of the cities and boroughs where they abide ; 
for that they are taxable to the King as his bondmen and to none 
other but the King. 


Holding houses and farms, etc. 

Moreover the King granteth unto them that they may buy 
houses and castilages in the cities and boroughs where they abide, 
so that they hold them in chief of the King; saving unto the lords 
of the fee their services due and accustomed. And that they may 
take and buy farms or land for the term of ten years or less without 
taking homages or fealties or such sort of obedience from Christians 
and without having advowsons of churches, and that they may be 
able to gain their living in the world, if they have not the means of 
trading or cannot labour; and this licence to take land to farm 
shal] endure to them for fifteen years from this time forward. 


Note.—The Parliament which passed this Statute included representa- 

tives of the Commons, and this was probably the first Statute 
in the enactment of which the Commons had any part. 
It is significant that the first evidence of the feelings and 
wishes of the commoners should have expressed itself in such 
a form as in these Statutes of Jewry, in face of the fact, 
clearly evident in the script, that the Kings owed much to 
Jewish activities having demanded monies from the Jews 
regularly and permitted them in turn to recoup themselves 
from the people. 
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APPENDIX 2 
THE JEWS IN BRITAIN 


Magna Carta. 


Ritual murder of St. Hugh of Lincoln. Henry III per- 
sonally ordered trial and 18 culprits were executed—all 
Jews, 


The Statute of Jewry passed; confined Jews to certain 
areas. forbade usury to them and also ownership of land 
and contact with the people: compelled them to wear a 
yellow badge. 


Edward I banished the Jews from England. 


Oliver Cromwell, having been financed by Manasseh Ben 
Israel and Moses Carvajal, allows Jews to return to 
England, though order of banishment never rescinded by 
Parliament. 


Amsterdam Jews financed the rebellion against King 
James H. The chief of these—Solomon Medina—follows 
William of Orange to England. 


The Bank of “England” set up and the National Debt 
instituted, securing for the Jew moneylenders a first charge 
on the taxes of England for interest on their loans. The 
tight to print money transferred from the Crown to this 
“ Bank of England.” 


Economic and political union forced upon Scotland against 
the vote of every country and borough; the national debt 
foisted upon Scotland, and the royal mint in Edinburgh 
suppressed. 
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Seneca. 
BC. 4 to 
A.D, 5. 


St. Justin 
116 A.D. 


APPENDIX 3 
FAMOUS MEN ON THE JEWS 


“The customs of this accursed people have grown 
so strong, that they have spread through every 
land.” 


“The Jews were behind all the persecutions of the 
Christians. They wandered through the country every- 
where hating and undermining the Christian faith.” 


Mohammed. “It is incomprehensible to me, why one has not long 


570. 


Martin 
Luther. 
1483. 


Clement 
VII Pope 
1592. 


Voltaire. 
1694. 


Napoleon. 


ago expelled these death-breathing beasts . . . are these 
Jews anything else but devourers of men?” 


“How the Jews love the book of Esther, which is so 
suitable to their bloodthirsty, revengeful, murderous 
appetite and hope. The sun has never shone on such a 
bloodthirsty and vindictive people; who cherish the idea 
of murdering and strangling the heathen. No other men 
under the sun are more greedy than they have been, and 
always will be, as one can see from their accursed usury. 
They console themselves that when their Messiah comes 
he will collect all the gold and silver in the world and 
divide it among them.” 


“All the world suffers from the usury of the Jews, their 
monopolies and deceit. They have brought many unfor. 
tunate peoples into a state of poverty, especially farmers, 
working-class people, and the very poor.” 


“The Jews are nothing but an ignorant and barbaric 
people, which have for a long time combined the most 
loathsome avarice with the most abominable superstition 
and inextinguishable hatred of all peoples by whom they 
are tolerated, and through whom they are enriched.” 


“T decided to improve the Jews: but I do not want any 
more of them in my Kingdom: indeed, I have done all 
to prove my scorn of the vilest nation in the world.” 
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Benjamin Statement in the Convention, concerning Jewish Immigra- 


Franklin. 
1789. 


tion :— 


“ There is a great danger for the United States of America, 
this great danger is the Jew. Gentlemen, in every land 
which the Jews have settled, they have depressed the 
normal level and lowered the degree of commercial 
honesty. They have remained apart and unassimilated— 
they have created a state within a state, and when they 
are opposed they attempt to strangle the nation financially 
as in the case of Portugal and Spain. For more than 
1700 years, they have lamented their sorrowful fate— 
namely, that they were driven out of their motherland, 
but gentlemen, if the civilized world today should give 
them back Palestine and their property, they would imme- 
diately find pressing reasons for not returning there 
Why? Because they are vampires—they cannot live 
among themselves; they must live among Christians and 
others who do not belong to their race. 


“If they are not excluded from the United States by 
the Constitution, within less than 100 years, they will 
stream into this country in such numbers they will rule 
and destroy us and change our form of Government for 
which we Americans shed our blood and sacrificed life, 
property and personal freedom. If the Jews are not 
excluded, within 200 years our children will be working 
in the fields to feed the Jews while they remain in the 
Counting House gleefully rubbing their hands. 


“JT warn you, gentlemen, if you do not exclude the Jews 
forever, your children’s children will curse you in yout 
graves. Their ideas are not those of Americans even when 
they have lived among us for ten generations. The 
leopard cannot change its spots. The Jews are a danger 
to this land and if they are allowed to enter they wil) 
imperil our institutions—they should be excluded by the 
Constitution.” 
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eAre You cAware 
that 


MR. CHAMBERLAIN 
was Burnt in Effigy 
in Moscow 


as soon as it was known that 
he had secured Peace, show- 
ing very clearly WHO 
WANTED WAR and who 
are still working ceaselessly 
to stir up strife all the world 
over ? 


EEO ee 
Issued by the MILITANT CHRISTIAN PATRIOTS, 93 Chancery Lane, 
W.C.1 (HOLborn 2137), and printed by W. Whitehead, 22 Lisle st, W.C.2 


Copy of leaflet designed by the Author after the Munich Agreement. 
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Reprinted from Free Britain June 1954 


THE OFFICIAL GAG 


ORD JOWITT, either with a belated 

desire to do Justice to Captain Ramsay 
or now cautious of repeating the fabrica- 
tions of the past, has admitted in his 
memoirs of the War Trials, published in the 
London Evening Standard of May 13th, 
that the defendants in the Tyler Kent 
affair were all along acting in good faith. 

Lord Jowitt, in order to publish these 
Memoirs at all, has been forced to make a 
point which neither Captain Ramsay nor 
Anna Wolkoff are even yet permitted to 
make in their own defence, the nature of 
the documents concerned in the case having 
been declared an Official Secret which they 
may not divulge. 

Others, however, are now free to state 
what they have known from the beginning, 
namely, that Captain Ramsay was never at 
any time endeavouring to communicate 
with Germany but was trying to communi- 
cate certain information to the then Prime 
Minister, Mr. Chamberlain, which Mr. 
Chamberlain was expecting and which, be- 
cause of Captain Ramsay’s arrest, never 
teached him. 

Something of this information later 
reached Mr. Chamberlain by other channels, 
however, for it was disclosed in the 
Forestall Diaries that Mr. Chamberlain had 


IIQ 


become convinced, and actually told Mr. 
Forestall, that powerful Jewish circles in 
New York were solely responsible for 
Mancuvring Britain into the war, unsus- 
pected by him at the time although he was 
Prime Minister and ought to have been 
informed of what was going on. 

The wedge that was driven between Mr. 
Chamberlain and Captain Ramsay was the 
lock-up and the abuse of the Official Secrets 
Act, followed by the elaborate dissemina- 
tion of the complete fabrication by the 
Home Office that ‘‘the said Captain 
Archibald Maule Ramsay, M.P... . had 
expressed his desire to co-operate with the 
German Government in the conquest and 
subsequent government of Great Britain.’’ 
Later the Lord Marley added further 
to this fabrication by stating in the House 
of Lords that he had it on good authority 
that Captain Ramsay had agreed to become 
Gauliter of Scotland under a German 
occupation of Great Britain. He ignored 
the challenge of Captain Ramsay’s lawyers 
to repeat the charge outside the House. 

For fourteen years Lord Jowitt must have 
been well aware that Captain Ramsay was 
conducting an investigation in order to 
satisfy Mr. Chamberlain that there was 
documentary evidence for the facts already 
disclosed to him by Captain Ramsay, and 
that Captain Ramsay’s arrest was made to 
prevent that documentary evidence from 
being presented to the Prime Minister. But 
it has taken all these years for Lord 
Jowitt to concede that Captain Ramsay is 
an honest man who “' would never have 
countenanced any act which he recognised 
as being against the interests of his 
country.” 

G.P. 
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‘“The Nameless War’’, reveals an unsuspected link 
between all the major revolutions in Europe—from 
King Charles I’s time to the abortive attempt against 
Spain in 1936. One source of inspiration, design and 
supply is shown to be common to all of them. These 
revolutions and the World War of 1939 are seen to be 
integral parts of one and the same master plan. 


After a brief review of the forces behind the declaration 
of war and the world wide arrests of many who 
endeavoured to oppose them, the author describes the 
anatomy of the Revolutionary International machine— 
the machine which to-day continues the plan for supra- 
national world power, the age-old Messianic dream of 
International Jewry. 


It is the author’s belief that the machine would break 
down without the support of its unwilling Jews and un- 
suspecting Gentiles and he puts forward suggestions for 
detaching these elements. 


BRITONS PUBLISHING SOCIETY 


THE AUTHOR 


Captain Ramsay, educated at Eton and Sandhurst, 
served with the Guards in France from the outbreak of 
war in 1914 until he was severely wounded in 1916— 
thereafter at Regimental H Q. and the War Office and 
with the British War Mission in Paris until the end of 
the war. 

Since 1920 he has been a Member of H.M. Scottish 
Bodyguard. 

From 1931 to 1945 he was M.P. for Midlothian and 
Peeblesshire. 

Arrested under Regulation 18b on 23rd May, 1940, 
he was detained, without charge or trial, in a cell in 
Brixton Prison until 26th September. 1944. On the 
following morning he resumed his seat in the House 
of Commons and remained there until the end of that 
Parliament in 1945. 
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The following translation was performed free of charge to protest an injustice: the destruction by 
the ADL of Ariel Toaff’s BLOOD PASSOVER on Jewish ritual murder. The author is the son of 
the Chief Rabbi of Rome, and a professor of Jewish Renaissance and Medieval History at Bar-Ilan 
University in Israel, just outside Tel Aviv. 


Dr. Toaff is uniquely qualified to write this book, being thoroughly familiar with the derivative 
literature in English, French, German and Italian, as well as the original documentary sources in 
Latin, Medieval Italian, Hebrew and Yiddish. This is not something he worked on in secret. On 
the contrary, he worked on it openly with his university students and colleagues in Israel for 
several years; one of his students was even going to publish a paper on the subject. The author is 
extremely careful about what he says, and his conclusions must be taken seriously. It reads like a 
detective story. 


If it had been published in Israel, in Hebrew, no one would have cared. There are large bodies of 
literature in Hebrew that Jews do not wish Gentiles to know about. But Dr. Toaff’s announcement 
of its publication in Italy, in Italian, raised a worldwide firestorm of fury. Under unbearable 
pressure, the book was withdrawn from publication, and is not to be re-issued. 


You can strike a blow against censorship by circulating this text by e-mail or posting in on the 
Internet. No one can sue hundreds of people. 


If the text is all over the Internet, and everybody has it and everybody knows what is in it, the cat 
will be out of the bag, and it will have to be published — sooner or later. 


Come in out of the darkness, and strike a blow for the light. 
READ AND PASS ON. 


- Gian Marco Lucchese and Pietro Gianetti, 2007 
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Excerpt from Introduction to English Translation of "Pasque di Sangue" 


ON THE TEXT: 


Prof. Toaff has since partially recanted, and now maintains that: 
- yes, Jews are a corrupting and disruptive element in society; 
- yes, Jews lend money at 40% and seem to do little else; 
- yes, Jews buy and sell justice with huge bribes; 
- yes, Jews pull off all sorts of fraudulent bankruptcies and swindles; 
- yes, Jews resort to poisoning and assassination when thwarted; 
- yes, Jews are obsessed with hatred for Christians and the Christian religion; 
- yes, Jews kidnapped and castrated Christian boys on a large scale and sold them into slavery in Islamic 
Spain for centuries; 
- yes, Jews used [and still use?] human blood in all sorts of quack remedies, despite the Biblical 
prohibition, even for minor complaints; 
- yes, Jews [and still use?] Christian human blood in their matzoh balls at Passover; 
- yes, Jews [and still use?] Christian human blood in their wine at Passover; 
- yes, the blood had to be from Christian boys no more than 7 years of age; 
- yes, the blood had [has?] to be certified kosher by a rabbi; 
- yes, there was [is?] a large and profitable trade in fake blood products and animal blood, which was 
[are?] unsuitable to the purpose; 
- yes, Christians tried to sell the blood of Christian boys to Jews, but were rejected because the Jews 
feared it was animal blood; but no, no Christian boys were ever killed to obtain the blood. Never, never! 


Anybody having read the book will simply laugh. 


The only “saving clause” is that these charges are made against Ashkenazi Jews only. It would be 
interesting to see how much filthy “Sephardic linen’ the Ashkenazi could air in public if they so chose. 


-- Gian Marco Lucchese and Pietro Gianetti, 2007 
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Excerpt from Chapter Eight, BLOOD PASSOVER, Ariel Toaff 
Translated by Gian Marco Lucchese and Pietro Gianetti, 2007 


That Christian Europe of the Middle Ages feared the Jews is an established fact. Perhaps the widespread 
fear that Jews were scheming to abduct children, subjecting them to cruel rituals, even antedates the 
appearance of stereotypical ritual murder which seems to have originated in the 12th century. As for 
myself, I believe that serious consideration should be given to the possibility that this fear was largely 
related to the slave trade, particularly in the 9th and 10th centuries, when the Jewish role in the slave 
trade appears to have been preponderant (10). 


During this period, Jewish merchants, from the cities in the valley of the Rhone, Verdun, Lione, Arles 
and Narbonne, in addition to Aquisgrana, the capital of the empire in the times of Louis the Pious [Louis 
I]; and in Germany from the centres of the valley of the Rhine, from Worms, Magonza and Magdeburg; 
in Bavaria and Bohemia, from Regensburg and Prague - were active in the principal markets in which 
slaves (women, men, eunuchs) were offered for sale, by Jews, sometimes after abducting them from 
their houses. From Christian Europe the human merchandise was exported to the Islamic lands of Spain, 
in which there was a lively market. The castration of these slaves, particularly children, raised their 
prices, and was no doubt a lucrative and profitable practice (11). 


The first testimony relating to the abduction of children by Jewish merchants active in the trade flowing 
into Arab Spain, 


p. 129] 


comes down to us in a letter from Agobard, archbishop of Lyon in the years 816-840. The French prelate 
describes the appearance at Lyons of a Christian slave, having escaped from Cordoba, who had been 
abducted from Leonese Jewish merchant twenty four years before, when he was a child, to be sold to the 
Moslems of Spain. His companion in flight was another Christian slave having suffered a similar fate 
after being abducted six years before by Jewish merchants at Arles. The inhabitants of Lyons confirmed 
these claims, adding that yet another Christian boy had been abducted by Jews to be sold into slavery 
that same year. Agobard concludes his report with a comment of a general nature; that these were not 
considered isolated cases, because, in every day practice, the Jews continued to procure Christian slaves 
for themselves and furthermore subjecting them to "infamies such that it would be vile in itself to 
describe them" (12). 


Precisely what kind of abominable “infamies” Agobard is referring to is not clear; but it is possible that 
he was referring to castration more than to circumcision (13). Liutprando, bishop of Cremona, in his 
Antapodosis, said to have been written in approximately 958-962, referred to the city of Verdun as the 
principal market in which Jews castrated young slaves intended for sale to the Moslems of Spain (14). 
During this same period, two Arab sources, Ibn Haukal and Ibrahim al Qarawi, also stressed that the 


majority of their eunuchs originated from France and were sold to the Iberian peninsula by Jewish 
merchants. Other Arabic writers mentioned Lucerna, a city with a Jewish majority, halfway between 
Cordoba and Malaga in southern Spain, as another major market, in which the castration of Christian 
children after reducing them to slavery was practiced on a large scale by the very same people (15). 


Contemporary rabbinical responses provide further confirmation of the role played by Jews in the trade 
in children and young people as well as in the profitable transformation of boys into eunuchs. These 
texts reveal that anyone who engaged in such trade was aware of the risks involved, because any person 
caught and arrested in possession of castrated slaves in Christian territories was decapitated by order of 
the local authorities (16). 


Even the famous Natronai, Gaon of the rabbinical college of Sura in the mid-9th century was aware of 
the problems linked to the dangerous trade in young eunuchs. 


p. 130] 


"Jewish (merchants) entered (into a port or a city), bringing with them slaves and castrated children 
[Hebrew: serisim ketannim]. When the local authorities confiscated them, the Jews corrupted them with 
money, reducing them to more harmless advisors, and the merchandise was returned, at least in 

part" (17). 


But if one wishes to interpret the significance and scope of the Jewish presence in the slave trade and 
practice of castration, it is a fact that the fear that Christian children might be abducted and sold was 
rather widespread and deeply rooted in all Western European countries, particularly, France and 
Germany, from which these Jews originated and where the greater part of the slave merchants operated. 
Personalities in the clergy nourished that fear, conferring religious connotations upon it with an anti- 
Jewish slant, failing to account for the fact that slavery as a trade had not yet gone out of fashion morally 
and, as such, was broadly tolerated in the economic reality of the period. On the other hand, the 
abduction and castration of children, often inevitably confused with circumcision, which was no less 
feared and abhorred, could not fail to insinuate themselves in the collective unconscious mind of 
Christian Europe, especially the French and German territories, inciting anxiety and fear, which 
probably solidified over time, and, as a result, are believed to have concretized themselves in a variety of 
ways and in more or less in the same places, as ritual murder. 


NOTES: 


10. In this regard, see Ch. Verlinden's now famous classic, L'esclavage dans l'Europe médiévale, 
Brugge, 1955, vol. I, pp. 702-716. For a rather over-simplified interpretation of the role of the Jews in 
the slave trade, see B. Blumenkranz, Juifs et Chrétiens dans le monde occidental (430-1096), Paris 
1960, pp. 18-19, 184-211, to which the same Verlinden replied (A propos de la place des juifs dans 
l'économie de l'Europe occidentale au IXéme siécles. Agobard de Lyon et I'historiographie arabe, in 


Storia e storiograph. Miscellanea de studi in onore di E. Dupre -Theseider, Rome, 1974, pp. 21-37). 
11. Cfr. Verlinden, A propos de la place des juifs, cit., pp. 32-35. 


12. "Et cum precedens scedula dictata fuisset, supervenit quidam homo fugiens ab Hispanis de Cordoba, 
qui se dicebat furatum fuisse a quoda Judeo Lugduno ante annos IIti I1or, parvum adhuc puerum, et et 
venditum. Fugisse autem anno presenti cum alio, qi similiter furatus fuerat ab alio Judeo ante annos sex. 
Cumque huis, qui Lugdunesis fuerat, notos quereremus et invenirem dictum est a quibusdam et alios ab 
eodem Judeos furatos, alios vero eptos ac venditos; ab alio quoque Judeo anno presenti alium puerum 
furatum et venditum; qua hora inventum est plures Christianos a Christianis vendi et comparari a Judeis, 
perpatrarique ab eis multa infanda que turpia sunt ad scribendum" (Epistolae Karolini aevi, in 
"Monumenta Germaniae Historica", III, Hannover, 1846, p. 185). For an analysis of this text, see, in 
particular, B. Blumenkrantz, Les auteurs chrétiens latins au Moyen Age sur les Juifs et le Judaisme, 
Paris, 1963, pp. 152-168; Id., Juifs et Chrétiens dans le monde occidentale , cit., pp. 191-195; Verlinden, 
A propos de la place des juifs, cit., pp. 21-25. 


13. For a useful discussion of this topic, see Blumenkrantz, Juifs et Chrétiens dans le monde occidental, 
cit., pp. 194-195, no. 142; Id., Les auteurs chrétiens , cit., p. 163, no. 53. 


14. "Carzimasium autem greci vocant amputatis virilibus et virga puerum quod Virdunenses mercatores 
ob immensum lucrum facere et in Hispaniam ducere solent " ["Virgin boys whose genitals have been 
amputated are referred to by the Greeks as 'eunuchs'. These boys are castrated by merchants at Verdun at 
an immense profit and are usually taken to Spain "], cit., in Verlinden, A propos de la place des juifs, 
cit., p. 33. 


15. On the Arab sources attesting to the role of Jewish merchants in the eunuch trade, cfr. Verlinden, 
L'esclavage dans I'Europe médiévale, cit., p. 716; Id., A propos de la place des juifs, cit., pp. 22. 


16. On the rabbinical responses relating to the trade in castrated young slaves and on the role of Lucena 
[outside Cordoba] as a center for the castrations, see A. Assaf, Slavery and the Slave-Trade among the 
Jews during the Middle Ages (from the Jewish Sources), in "Zion", ITV (1939), pp. 91-125 (in Hebrew); 
E. Ashtor, A History of the Jews in Moslem Spain, Jerusalem, 1977, vol. I, pp. 186-189 (in Hebrew). 


17. The text of Natronai Gaon is reported in Assaf, Slavery and the Slave-Trade, cit., pp. 100-101. 
During this period, Jewish merchants, from the cities in the valley of the Rhone, Verdun, Lione, Arles 
and Narbonne, in addition to Aquisgrana, the capital of the empire in the times of Louis the Pious [Louis 
I]; and in Germany from the centres of the valley of the Rhine, from Worms, Magonza and Magdeburg; 
in Bavaria and Bohemia, from Regensburg and Prague - were active in the principal markets in which 
slaves (women, men, eunuchs) were offered for sale, by Jews, sometimes after abducting them from 
their houses. From Christian Europe the human merchandise was exported to the Islamic lands of Spain, 
in which there was a lively market. The castration of these slaves, particularly children, raised their 
prices, and was no doubt a lucrative and profitable practice. 
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Candia = Venetian Crete 

Serenissima = the city of Venice 

Veneto = region northeast of Venice 

Mestre = closest mainland city to Venice 

Podesta = magistrate 

Ratisbona = Regensburg, Germany 

Salamoncino, Simonino, Simoncino = diminutives of Solomon, Simon. 

Avogaria di Comun = similar to district prosecutor’s office 

We have semi-Italianized the names of certain German Jews living in Italy. Ex.: Samuele da Nuremberg. 
This is to distinguish them from Germans living in Germany, ex.: Andrea of Rinn. 


ON THE TRANSLATION : 


Prof. Toaff writes with a very large vocabulary, using many words from the Veneziano and Veneto 
dialects. 


His sources include not only the modern derivative literature in English, French, Italian, French and 
German, but the original documentation in Hebrew, Yiddish, Latin and medieval Italian, sometimes a 
thousand years old. 


He does not translate or italicize the medieval Latin or Italian in his footnotes. These are sometimes in a 
mixture of languages as well. 


In most cases, the material contained in the footnotes is simply paraphrased in the text. Where we have 
attempted to translate this material, it appears in [in square brackets]. All translators’ notes are in [square 
brackets]. 


Ex.: “Chi cerca dove non deve, trovara qualcosa che non gli piace.” [““He who looks where he shouldn’t, 
will find something he will not like’’]. [Sicilian proverb]. 


We will continue to translate the Latin in the footnotes and will issue periodic updates and revisions, all 
bearing the latest revision date. 


Our aim is to produce an absolutely perfect complete translation, including the Latin where it is of any 
interest. 


If these texts disappear from one site, they will reappear someplace else. Just search for it. This is a long- 
term project. 


The present translation retains the original footnote numeration, but places the footnotes at the end of 
each chapter, instead of lumping them together at the end of the book. To our knowledge, no legal action 
has been taken against people posting this material on the Internet. In rare cases, letters have been 
received demanding that the text be removed. That’s all. If you’re worried, just check and see whether 
the on-line Italian texts are still there. 


ON THE TEXT: 


Prof. Toaff has since partially recanted, and now maintains that: 

- yes, Jews are a corrupting and disruptive element in society; 

- yes, Jews lend money at 40% and seem to do little else; 

- yes, Jews buy and sell justice with huge bribes; 

- yes, Jews pull off all sorts of fraudulent bankruptcies and swindles; 

- yes, Jews resort to poisoning and assassination when thwarted; 

- yes, Jews are obsessed with hatred for Christians and the Christian religion; 

- yes, Jews kidnapped and castrated Christian boys on a large scale and sold them into slavery in Islamic 
Spain for centuries; 

- yes, Jews used [and still use?] human blood in all sorts of quack remedies, despite the Biblical 
prohibition, even for minor complaints; 

- yes, Jews used [and still use?] Christian human blood in their matzoh balls at Passover; 

- yes, Jews used [and still use?] Christian human blood in their wine at Passover; 

- yes, the blood had to be from Christian boys no more than 7 years of age; 

- yes, the blood had [has?] to be certified kosher by a rabbi; 

- yes, there was [is?] a large and profitable trade in fake blood products and animal blood, which was 
[are?] unsuitable to the purpose; 

- yes, Christians tried to sell the blood of Christian boys to Jews, but were rejected because the Jews 
feared it was animal blood; but no, no Christian boys were ever killed to obtain the blood. Never, never! 
Or hardly ever. It all came from “voluntary donors”! 


Anybody having read the book will simply laugh. 


The only “saving clause” is that these charges are made against Ashkenazi Jews only. It would be 
interesting to see how much filthy “Sephardic linen’ the Ashkenazi could air in public if they so chose. 


ON THE TITLE 


It makes little practical difference, but we feel that the title “Blood Passover” is preferable to “Bloody 
Passover’, for several reasons. 


The title is, after all, “Pasque di Sangue’”’, not “Pasque Sanguinose”’. 


A “recipiente di sangue” would be a “blood receptacle”, something intrinsically intended to receive and 
hold blood, a recipient inextricably bound up with blood by its very nature, by design, as its essence 
(like those tubes they use when you have a blood test). There is a clear identification between the two 
nouns, A=B. 


A “recipiente sanguinoso”, a “bloody receptacle”, would be simply a recipient, of any nature whatever, 
which had merely become soiled or smeared with blood for some reason, the blood being something 
fortuitous, accidental, and foreign to its essential nature (for example, if someone hit you in the mouth 
with an ashtray); wash the blood off, and it is no longer a “bloody receptacle’”’. 


We believe that it was Prof. Toaff’s intention to coin a phrase, like “blood money”. It is obvious that 
“blood money” implies far more than simply “bloody money”: it is something specific, something very 
distinct; a very narrow meaning. 


ON THE LATIN 


It is obvious that this is not correct classical Latin, nor is it standard medieval Latin, as written by 
someone trained in literature. 


This is the ugly jargon of Venetian notaries, cram-packed with Italian and Venetian words and “saids”’, 
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“afore-mentioneds’, “above-mentioneds”, “‘afore-saids’’, and all the rest of it. 


In Venetian, ordinary words which appear to be the same as Italian often have radically different 
meanings. We believe that this may be reflected in some of the Latin given here. This would account for 
some of the astonishing “translation errors” into Latin. 


It is obvious that medieval Latin had evolved to such an extant as to become for all practical purposes an 
entirely different language in certain regions and among certain classes of people, almost like Venetian 
itself. 


We have done our best with this material, but to do it justice would require a level of erudition on a level 
with Prof. Toaff’s own. If you show it to your Latin teacher he will simply tell you that it is not correct 
and will either fail to understand it easily or will mistranslate it very badly, unless he has the full context. 


Prof. Toaff is that great rarity in the modern world: a sincere and disinterested lover of truth. It is 
obvious that he loves all this detail for its own sake, although at times it is hard to tell where he is 
headed with some of it. 


It is to Prof. Toaff himself that the present humble and inadequate, but entirely disinterested effort, is 
sincerely dedicated. Indeed, we look forward to reading some of Prof. Toaff’s other books. 


We feel that “Blood Passover” is a masterpiece of literature and a masterpiece of history, which deserves 
to be widely read, not flushed down the Memory Hole in some sort of International ADL Police State. 


-- Translated by Gian Marco Lucchese and Pietro Gianetti, 2007 


[front cover] 


ARIEL TOAFF 
BLOOD PASSOVER 
EUROPEAN JEWS AND RITUAL MURDER 


[back cover] 
BLOOD PASSOVER 


This book courageously faces one of the most controversial topics in the history of the Jews of Europe, 
one which has always served as a war-horse of anti-Semitism: the accusation, leveled against the Jews 
for centuries, of abducting and killing Christian children to use their blood in Jewish Passover rites. 
Where Italy is concerned, nearly all the ritual murder trials were held in the north-eastern regions, 
characterized by large settlements of German-origin Jews (Ashkenazim). The most famous case of this 
kind occurred in Trent, Italy, in 1475, as a result of which many local Jews were indicted and sentenced 
to death for the murder of the boy who was to become known as “Simon of Trent”, and was venerated as 
a Saint for several centuries, until only a few decades ago. An unprejudiced rereading of the original trial 
records, however, together with the records of several other trials, viewed within the overall European 
context and supplemented by an exact knowledge of the relevant Hebrew texts, throws new light on the 
ritual and therapeutic significance of blood in Jewish culture, leading the author of the present study to 
the reluctant conclusion that, particularly where Ashkenazi Jewry was concerned, the "Blood Libel" 
accusation was not always an invention. 


ARIEL TOAFF 


Professor of Medieval and Renaissance History at Bar-Ilan University in Israel, Toaff has written Wine 

and Bread: A Jewish Community in the Middle Ages (1989; translated into English and French), Jewish 
Monsters: The Imaginary Jew from the Middle Ages to the Early Modern Age (1996) and Eating Jewish 
Style. Jewish Cooking in Italy from the Renaissance to the Modern Age (2000). 


TABLE OF CONTENTS 

PREFACE 7 

I. AT VENICE WITH HOLY ROMAN EMPEROR FRIEDRICH III (1469) 17 
Il. SALAMONCINO DA PIOVE DI SACCO, PREDATORY FINANCIER 35 
Ill. ASHER, THE BEARDED JEW (1475) 45 

IV. PORTOBUFFOLE, VOLPEDO, ARENA PO, MAROSTICA, RINN 61 


V. FROM ENDINGEN TO REGENSBORN: RITUAL HOMICIDES OR GRIMM!'S FAIRY 
TALES? 75 


VI. MAGICAL AND THERAPEUTIC USES OF BLOOD 93 

VII. CRUCIFIXION AND RITUAL CANNIBALISM: FROM NORWICH TO FULDA 111 
VII. DISTANT PRECEDENTS AND THE SAGA OF PURIM 125 

IX. SACRIFICE AND CIRCUMCISION: THE MEANING OF PESACH 137 
X. BLOOD, LEPROSY AND INFANTICIDE IN THE HAGGADAH 153 

XI. DINNER AND INVECTIVE: THE SEDER AND THE CURSES 163 

XII. THE MEMORIAL OF THE PASSION 173 

XII. TO DIE AND KILL FOR THE LOVE OF GOD 189 

XIV. "DOING THE FIG": RITUAL AND OBSCENE GESTURES 197 

XV. ISRAEL’S FINAL DEFIANCE 209 

NOTES 225 

DOCUMENTARY APPENDIX 307 


BIBLIOGRAPHY 325 


INDEX OF NAMES 349 


INDEX OF PLACES 363 


p77] 
PREFACE 


Ritual homicide trials are a difficult knot to unravel. Most researchers simply set out in search of more 
or less convincing confirmation of previously developed theories of which the researcher himself 
appears firmly convinced. The significance of any information failing to fit the preconceived picture is 
often minimized, and sometimes passed over entirely in silence. Oddly, in this type of research, that 
which is to be proven is simply taken for granted to begin with. There is a clear perception that any other 
attitude would involve hazards and repercussions which are to be avoided at all costs. 


There is no doubt that the uniformity of the defendant’s confessions, contradicted only by variants and 
incongruities generally relating to details of secondary importance, was assumed by the judges and so- 
called "public opinion" to constitute “proof” that the Jews, characterized by their great mobility and 
widespread dispersion, practiced horrible, murderous rituals in hatred of the Christian religion. The 
stereotype of ritual murder, like that of profanation of the Host and cannibal sacrifice, was present in 
their minds from the outset, suggesting to both judges and inquisitors alike the possibility of extorting 
symmetrical, harmonious and significant confessions, triggering a chain reaction of denunciations, 
veritable and proper manhunts and indiscriminate massacres. 


While attempts have been made, in certain cases, to reconstruct the ideological mechanisms and 
underlying theological and mythological beliefs, with their theological and mythological justifications, 
which rendered the persecution of the Jews possible as the practitioners of outrageous and blood-thirsty 
rituals, particularly in the German-speaking countries of Europe, little or nothing has been done to 
investigate the beliefs of 
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the men and women accused -- or who accused themselves -- of ritual crucifixion, desecration of the 
host, haematophagy [eating of blood products] and cannibalism. 


On the other hand -- if an exception be made for the first sensational case of ritual crucifixion, which 
occurred in Norwich, England, in 1146, or the equally well-known “blood libel” case at Trent, Italy, in 
1475 -- the trial records and transcripts (usually referred to under the generic term “historical 
documentation”) constitute, in actual fact, very poor and often purely circumstantial evidence, highly 
condensed in form and very sparse in detail, totally insufficient for research purposes. Perhaps for this 


very same reason, that which is missing is often artificially added, assumed or formulated as a 
hypothesis, in the absence of any explicit probative evidence one way or another (i.e., in the desired 
direction); in the meantime, the entire matter is immersed in a tinted bath, from which the emerging 
image is superficial at best, enveloped in a cloud of mystery, with all the related paraphernalia from a 
distant past, and must remain forever incomprehensible to researchers intent on examining these 
problems through the application of anachronistic interpretive categories. These efforts -- obviously 
unreliable -- are generally performed in good faith. Or, more exactly, almost always in good faith. 


Thus, in Anglo-Saxon (British and American) historical-anthropological research on Jews and ritual 
murder (from Joshua Trachtenberg to Ronnie Po-Chia Hsia), magic and witchcraft traditionally feature 
among the favorite aspects under examination. This approach, for a variety of reasons, is enjoying an 
extraordinary rebirth at the present time (1). But that which seems to obtain a high degree of popularity 
at the moment is not necessarily convincing to meticulous scholars, not content with superficial and 
impressionistic responses. 


Nearly all the studies on Jews and the so-called “blood libel” accusation to date have concentrated 
almost exclusively on persecutions and persecutors; on the ideologies and presumed motives of those 
same persecutors: their hatred of Jews; their political and/or religious cynicism; their xenophobic and 
racist rancor; their contempt for minorities. Little or no attention has been paid to the attitudes of the 
persecuted Jews themselves and their underlying patterns of ideological behavior — even when they 
confessed themselves guilty of the specific accusations brought against them. Even less attention has 
been paid to the behavioral patterns and attitudes of these same Jews; nor have these matters been 
considered worthy even of interest, attention or serious investigation. On the contrary: these behavioral 
patterns and attitudes have simply been incontrovertibly dismissed as non-existent -- as invented out of 
whole cloth by the sick minds of anti-Semites and fanatical, obtusely dogmatic Christians. 


Nevertheless, although difficult to digest, these actions, once their authenticity is demonstrated or even 
supposed as possible, 
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should be the object of serious study by reputable scholars. The condemnation, or, alternatively, the 
aberrant justification of these rituals cannot be imposed upon researchers as the sole, and banal, options. 
Scholars must be permitted the possibility of attempting serious research on the actual, or presumed, 
religious, theological and historical motivations of the Jewish protagonists themselves. Blind excuses are 
just as worthless as blindly dogmatic condemnation: neither can demonstrate anything other than that 
which already existed in the mind of the observer to begin with. It is precisely the possibility of evading 
any clear, precise and unambiguous definition of the reality of ritual child murders rooted in religious 
faith which has facilitated the intentional or involuntary blindness of Christian and Jewish scholars alike, 
both pro- and anti-Jewish. 


Any additional example of the two-dimensional “flattening” of Jewish history, viewed exclusively as the 


history of religious or political “anti-Semitism” at all times, must necessarily be regretted. When “one- 
way’ questions presuppose “one-way” answers; when the stereotype of “anti-Semitism” hovers 
menacingly over any objective approach to the difficult problem of historical research in relation to 
Jews, any research ends up by losing a large part of its value. 


All such research is thus transformed, by the very nature of things, into a “guided tour” conducted 
against a fictitious and unreal background, in a “virtual reality show” intended to produce the desired 
reaction, which has naturally been decided upon in advance (2). 


As stressed above, it is simply not permissible to ignore the mental attitudes of the Jews who were tried, 
tortured and executed for ritual murder, or persecuted on the same charge. At some point, we must ask 
ourselves whether the “confessions” of the defendants constitute exact records of actual events, or 
merely the reflection of beliefs forming part of a symbolic, mythical and magical context which must be 
reconstructed to be understood. In other words: do these “confessions” reflect merely the beliefs of 
Gentile judges, clergy and populace, with their private phobias and obsessions, or, on the contrary, of the 
defendants themselves? Untangling the knot is not an easy or pleasant task; but perhaps it is not entirely 
impossible. 


In the first place, therefore, we must investigate the mental attitudes of the Jews themselves, in the tragic 
drama of ritual sacrifice, together with the accompanying religious beliefs and superstitious and magical 
elements. Due attention must be paid to the admissions which made historical and local context, 
identifiable within a succession of German-speaking territories on both sides of the Alps, throughout the 
long period from the First Crusade to the twilight of the Middle Ages. In substance, we should 
investigate the possible presence of 
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Jewish beliefs relating to ritual child murders, linked to the feast of Passover, while attempting to 
reconstitute the significance of any such beliefs. The trial records, particularly the minutely detailed 
reports relating to the death of Little Simon of Trent, cannot be dismissed on the assumption that all such 
records represent simply the specific deformation of beliefs held by the judges, who are alleged to have 
collected detailed but manipulated confessions by means of force and violence to ensure that all such 
confessions conformed to the anti-Jewish theories already in circulation at the time. 


A careful reading of the trial records, in both form and substance, recall too many features of the 
conceptual realities, rituals, liturgical practices and mental attitudes typical of, and exclusive to, one 
distinct, particular Jewish world — features which can in no way be attributed to suggestion on the part of 
judges or prelates — to be ignored. Only a frank analysis of these elements can make any valid, new and 
original contribution to the reconstruction of beliefs relating to child sacrifice held by the alleged Jewish 
perpetrators themselves -- whether real or imagined — in addition to attitudes based on the unshakeable 
faith in their redemption and ultimate vengeance against the Gentiles, emerging from blood and 
suffering, which can only be understood in this context. 


In this Jewish-Germanic world, in continual movement, profound currents of popular magic had, over 
time, distorted the basic framework of Jewish religious law, changing its forms and meanings. It is in 
these "mutations" in the Jewish tradition — which are, so to speak, authoritative — that the theological 
justifications of the commemoration [in mockery of the Passion of Christ] is to be sought, which, in 
addition to its celebration in the liturgical rite, was also intended to revive, in action, vengeance against a 
hated enemy continually reincarnated throughout the long history of Israel (the Pharaoh, Amalek, Edom, 
Haman, Jesus). Paradoxically, in this process, which is complex and anything but uniform, elements 
typical of Christian culture may be observed to rebound -- sometimes inverted, unconsciously but 
constantly -- within Jewish beliefs, mutating in turn, and assuming new forms and meanings. These 
beliefs, in the end, became symbolically abnormal, distorted by a Judaism profoundly permeated by the 
underlying elements and characteristic features of an adversarial and detested religion, unintentionally 
imposed by the same implacable Christian persecutor. 


We must therefore decide whether or not the alleged “confessions” relating to the crucifixion of children 
the evening before Passover; the testimonies relating to the utilization of Christian blood in the 
celebration of the feast of the Passover, represent, in actual fact, mere myths, i.e., beliefs and ideologies 
dating far back 
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in time; or actual ritual practices, i.e., events which actually occurred, in reality, and were actually 
celebrated, in prescribed and consolidated forms, with their more or less fixed baggage of formulae and 
anathemas, accompanying the magical practices and superstitions which formed an integral part of the 
mentality of the Jews themselves. 


In any case, I repeat, we should avoid the easy short-cut of considering these trials and testimonies only 
as projections -- extorted from the accused by torture and other coercive methods, both psychological 
and physical -- of the stereotypes, superstitions, fears and beliefs of the judges and populace. Such a 
method would trigger a process inevitably leading to the dismissal of these same testimonies as 
“valueless documents with little basis in reality”, except as “indications of the obsessions of a Christian 
society” which saw, in the Jew, merely a “distorted mirror image” of its own defects. This task appears 
to have seemed absolutely prohibitive to many scholars, even famous ones, well-educated men of good 
will, having concerned themselves with this difficult topic. 


First, Gavin Lanmuir, who, starting from the facts of Norwich, England, considers the crucifixion and 
ritual haemotophagia, which appear in two different phases of history, as simply the cultivated and 
interested inventions of ecclesiastical groups, denying the Jews any role at all except a merely passive 
one, devoid of responsibility (3). 


Lanmuir was later followed by Willehad Paul Eckert, Diego Qualiglioni, Wolfgang Treue and Ronnie 
Po-Chia Hsia, who, although examining the phenomenon of ritual child murder from different points of 
view, intelligently and competently, starting with the late Middle Ages, paying particular attention to the 


Trent trial documentation, considered it all tout court and often a priori a baseless libel, an expression of 
hostility on the part of the Christian majority against the Jewish minority (4). 


According to the point of view adopted by these researchers, the inquisitor’s interrogation methods and 
tortures served no purpose other than to orchestrate a completely harmonious confession of guilt, i.e., of 
adherence to a truth already existing in the minds of the inquisitors. The use of leading questions and a 
variety of stratagems, including, in particular, refined torture, were intended to force the defendants to 
admit that the victim had indeed been kidnapped and tortured according to Jewish ritual, and finally 
killed in hatred of the Christian faith. The confessions are said to be obviously unbelievable, since the 
murders were allegedly committed to permit the ritual use of Christian blood, in violation of the Biblical 
prohibition against the ingestion 
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of blood, a prohibition scrupulously observed by all Jews. As to torture, it is best to recall that its use in 
the municipalities of northern Italy, at least from the beginning of the 13th century, was regulated, not 
only by tractate, but by statute as well. As an instrument for determining the truth, torture was permitted 
in the presence of serious and well-justified clues in cases in which it was considered truly necessary by 
the podesta [magistrate] and judges. All confessions extorted in this manner, to be considered valid, had 
to be corroborated by the inquisitor, later, under normal conditions, i.e., in the absence of physical pain 
or even the threat of renewed torture (5). These procedures, while unacceptable in our eyes today, were 
therefore in fact normal, and seem to have been observed in the case of the Trent trials. 


Israel Yuval, following in the footsteps of Cecil Roth’s stimulating pioneering study (6), is more critical 
and seems more open-minded. Yuval stresses the link between the “blood libel” accusation and the 
phenomenon of the mass suicides and child murders among the German Jewish communities during the 
First Crusade. The picture which emerges is one of Ashkenazi Jewry’s hostile and virulent reaction 
against surrounding Christian society, a reaction finding expression, not only in liturgical invective, but 
above all, in the conviction that the Jews themselves were capable of compelling God to wreak bloody 
revenge against their Christian persecutors, thus bringing redemption closer (7). More recently, Yuval 
very relevantly demonstrated that the Ashkenazi responses to ritual murder accusations were 
surprisingly weak. 


These responses, whenever they were recorded, contained not the slightest rejection of the probative 
evidence; rather, they consisted of a mere tu quoque of the accusation against Christians: "Nor are you, 
yourselves, exempt from guilt of ritual cannibalism" (8). As Yuval wrote, David Malkiel had already 
noted the manner in which phenomenal prominence was given to the scene, described in a secondary 
Midrash even in the illustrations of the Passover Haggadah of the German Jewish communities, to the 
scene, of the Pharaoh taking a health-giving bath in the blood of cruelly massacred Jewish children (9). 
The message, which cast not the slightest doubt upon the magical, therapeutic effectiveness of children’s 
blood, seemed intended to turn the accusation around. “It is not we Jews, or, if you wish, not just we 
Jews, who have committed such actions; the enemies of Israel in history have been guilty of these things 


as well, in which case it was Jewish children who were the innocent victims”. 


Any showing that these murders, celebrated in the Passover ritual, represented, not just myths, i.e., more 
or less consistently widespread, consistent religious beliefs, 
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but, rather, actual rites, pertaining to organized groups and forms of worship which were actually 
practiced, requires a respect for due methodological prudence. The existence of this phenomenon, once 
it is unequivocally proven, must be viewed within its historical, religious and social context, not to 
mention the geographical environment in which it is presumably said to have found expression, with all 
the related and peculiar characteristics which cannot be replicated elsewhere. In other words, we must 
attempt to search for the heterogenous elements and particular historical-religious experiences which are 
alleged to have made the killing of Christian children for ritualistic purposes appear plausible, during a 
certain period, within a certain geographical area (i.e., the German-speaking regions of trans-Alpine and 
Cisalpine Italy and Germany, or wherever there were strong ethnic elements of German Jewish origin, 
any time between the Middle Ages and the early modern era), as the expression of collective adjustment 
of Jewish groups and a presumed desire on the part of God in this sense, or as the irrational instrument 
of pressure to reinforce that desire [on the part of God], as well as in the mass suicides and child murders 
"for the love of God", during the First Crusade. 


In this research, we should not be surprised to find customs and traditions linked to experiences which 
did not exist elsewhere: experiences which were to prove more deeply rooted than the standards of 
religious law itself, although diametrically opposed in practice, accompanied by all the appropriate and 
necessary formal and textual justifications. Action and reaction: instinctive, visceral, virulent, in which 
children, innocent and unaware, became the victims of God’s love and vengeance. The blood of 
children, bathing the altars of a God considered to be in need of guidance, sometimes, of impatient 
compulsion, impelling Him to protect and to punish. 


At the same time, we must keep in mind that, in the German-speaking Jewish communities, the 
phenomenon, where it took root, was generally limited to groups in which popular tradition, which had, 
over time, distorted, evaded or replaced the ritual standards of Jewish halakhah , in addition to deeply- 
rooted customs saturated with magical and alchemical elements, all combined to form a deadly cocktail 
when mixed with violent and aggressive religious fundamentalism. There can be no doubt, it seems to 
me, that, that, once the tradition became widespread, the stereotypical image of Jewish ritual child 
murder continued inevitably to take its own course, out of pure momentum. Thus, the Jews were accused 
of every child murder, much more often wrongly than rightly, especially if discovered in the springtime. 
In this sense, Cardinal Lorenzo Ganganelli, later Pope Clement XIV, 


p. 14] 


was correct in his famous report, in both his justifications and his “distinctions” (10). 


The records of the ritual murder trials should be examined with great care and with all due caution. In 
connection with the witchcraft trials, Carlo Ginzburg pointed out that the defendants (or victims), in a 
“show trial” of this type, 


““’,.ended up by losing all sense of their own cultural identity, as a result of the acceptance, in whole or 
in part, by violence or apparently out of spontaneous free choice, of the hostile stereotype imposed by 
their persecutors [i.e., a sort of Medieval “Stockholm Effect”]. Anyone who fails to conform by simply 
repeating the results of these findings of historical violence must seek to work upon the rare cases in 
which the documentation is not just formally set forth in question and answer form; in which, therefore, 
one may find fragments relatively immune from distortions of the culture which the persecution was 
intent upon blotting out" (11). 


The Trent trials are a priceless document of this very kind. The trial records -- especially, the cracks and 
rifts in the overall structure permitting the researcher to distinguish and differentiate, in substance, not 
just in form, between the information provided by the accused and the stereotypes imposed by the 
inquisitors -- are dazzlingly clear. This fact cannot be glossed over or distorted by means of preliminary 
categorizations of an ideological or polemical nature, intended to invalidate those very distinctions. In 
many cases, everything the defendants said was incomprehensible to the judges — often, because their 
speech was full of Hebraic ritual and liturgical formulae pronounced with a heavy German accent, 
unique to the German Jewish community, which not even Italian Jews could understand (12); in other 
cases, because their speech referred to mental concepts of an ideological nature totally alien to 
everything Christian. It is obvious that neither the formulae nor the language can be dismissed as merely 
the astute fabrications and artificial suggestions of the judges in these trials. Dismissing them as 
worthless, as invented out of whole cloth, as the spontaneous fantasies of defendants terrorized by 
torture and projected to satisfy the demands of their inquisitors, cannot be imposed as the compulsory 
starting point, the prerequisite, for valid research, least of all for the present paper. Any conclusion, of 
any nature whatsoever, must be duly demonstrated after a strict evaluation and verification of all the 
underlying evidence sine ira et studio, using all available sources capable of confirming or invalidating 
that evidence in a persuasive and cogent manner. 
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The present paper could not have been written without the advice, criticism, meetings and discussions 
with Dani Nissim, a long-time friend, who, in addition to his great experience as a bibliographer and 
bibliophile, made available to me his profound knowledge of the history of the Jewish community of the 
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course of which I was given highly useful suggestions and priceless advice. Thanks are also due to the 
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Dreyfus. 


Grateful thanks are also due to those of my students who participated actively in my seminars on the 
topic, held at the Department of Jewish History at Bar-Ilan University (2001-2002 and 2005-2006), 
during which I presented the provisional results of my research. First and foremost, however, I wish to 
thank Ugo Berti, who persuaded me to undertake this difficult task, giving me the courage to overcome 
the many foreseeable obstacles which stood in the way. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
AT VENICE WITH HOLY ROMAN EMPEROR FRIEDRICH III (1469) 


It was in February of 1469 that Holy Roman Emperor Friedrich II, traveling from Rome, made his 
solemn entrance at Venice with a long retinue for which that which was to be his third and last official 
visit to the city which he so loved and admired (1). It was to be his first visit to the City of Venice since 
his triumphant reception immediately following his coronation as Holy Roman Emperor by the Pope in 
Rome in 1452 (2). 


As was customary on these magnificent occasions, Friedrich spent entire days in diplomatic meetings 
and in receiving the official visits of ambassadors, and in conferring diplomas, stipends and privileges of 
all sorts upon beneficiaries selected from long lists of names prepared by his officials, as dictated by 
imperial interests and his own. In those days, intriguers, wheeler-dealers and adventurers attached to the 
monarch’s court, or who thought they were, toiled with a calculated industriousness to intercede in favor 
of various persons seeking official ratification of their own professional and economic success; of 
priests, patricians and academics bent upon crowning their own cursus honorum through the attainment 
of some precious imperial investment, or those of a variety of ethnic and religious communities intent on 
achieving confirmation of their ancient or recent privileges, not to mention merchants and intriguers 
intent on covering up affairs of dubious honesty and scraping up advantages for themselves during the 
solemn visit (3). 


Friedrich was known as a fanatical and often naive collector of relics of all types. It is not therefore 
surprising that the objectives of his trip to Venice should have included a passionate and unrestrained 
hunt for relics, hawked about in abundance by wheeler-dealers and impertinent intermediaries at high 
prices, a fact noted with malicious humor by Michele Colli, a salt superintendent, in a report sent from 
Venice to the Duke of Milan, in which he cast doubt on Friedrich's alleged competence 
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where relics were concerned. According to the Milanese official, the Emperor, in this type of business, 
which he presumed to carry out directly and without regard to price, was a sucker to be plucked 
assiduously, adding, to add to the ridicule, half-seriously half facetiously, that "certain Greeks sold him 
dead bones including the tail of the ass that brought Christ to Bethlehem" (4). 


On this occasion, some supposed relics of Saint Vigilius found their way to Venice in the hands of a 
loving and faithful subject of Friedrich, Giovanni Hinderbach, a famous humanist and man of the 
Church who had traveled from Trent to the City of the Lagoons, not only to present the Emperor with 
the highly-valued relics, but above all as an act of gratitude, on the occasion of his receipt of his much 
sought-after investiture of the temporality of the episcopate of Trent. Again, it was Colli who informed 
the Duke of Milan that "His Illustrious Majesty invested the Bishop of Trent with a thousand temporal 


solemnities and celebrations" (5). But Hinderbach was not the only person to have undertaken the 
uncomfortable journey from Trent to Venice during the German Emperor’s distinguished presence in the 
city. 


Tobias da Magdeburg was an obscure Jewish herb alchemist who, after traveling down from his native 
Saxony and finding exile among the mountains of the region of Trent, practiced the art of medicine and 
surgery with some success, at least on the local market. A few years later, he was to meet Hinderbach 
under much unhappier circumstances, under indictment for participation in the cruel ritual murder of 
Little Simon and admitting his guilt, he was to meet a cruel death at the stake, accompanied by the 
confiscation of all his goods (6). 


Maestro Tobias appears to have been acting in accordance with other motives during the Emperor’s 
official visit to Venice, particularly, the possibility of meeting large groups of German Jews arriving 
from the other side of the Alps along with Friedrich’s baggage train, many of whom Tobias looked 
forward to seeing again after years of involuntary separation. There was no shortage of German Jews at 
Venice in February of 1469: disciplined, humble, but totally self-absorbed and self-interested. 


In his depositions before the judge of Trent in 1475,Tobias was not exaggerating when, after recalling 
his own presence in the city during "His Most Serene Highness’s visit to Venice”, he stressed that many 
Jewish merchants, in crossing the Alpine barrier, had actually traveled from the German territories to the 
City of the Lagoons for the purpose of acquiring a wide variety of high-priced goods without paying 
taxes or duty of any kind, passing them off 
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as goods owned by the Emperor, in whose baggage train they were said to have found their way back to 
Germany. This astute and bold stratagem was well worth the physical and economic cost of the difficult 
trip to the city of the Doges (7). 


But Tobias’s presence in Venice was not due to any mere nostalgia for the people among whom he had 
been born and grew up. As a physician, and as a Jewish physician in particular, he knew that the 
Emperor, during his visit, would, as he was normally accustomed to do, grant doctoral degrees in 
medicine to a swarm of more or less highly recommended candidates, including a few Jews. In fact, it 
was during that same February of 1469 that Friedrich granted a license permitting the College of 
Physicians of San Luca, an institution of higher learning teaching students of various origins -- not just 
Venetians -- to confer the insignia of Imperial Authority upon eight medical degrees per year (8). Enea 
Silvio Piccolomini, later Pope Pius II, recalled the manner in which Friedrich graduated a swarm of 
medical students during his second visit to Italy. 


The number of Jews on the Emperor’s lists of candidates remains unknown. Nor do we know who filed 
the petitions to inscribe these Jewish candidates, or the methods used, or the reasons for doing so. We 
only know that many Jewish physicians, of various origins, in addition to Tobias, a resident of Trent, 


were in Venice during the Emperor’s visit, attracted by an opportunity of obtaining some much sought- 
after title from Emperor Friedrich in person; nor do we know how many of them had already spent 
considerable periods of time in the City of the Lagoons in search of fame and fortune (9). Among them 
were the Jews Mosché Rapp, Lazzaro (10) and the better-known Omobono (Simcha Bunem or Bunim), 
keeper of the pharmacy "della Vecchia" at San Cassian, with a house at San Stae, only a few steps from 
the Albergo dei Bresciani ("magister Homobon, Jewish physician, at the Speziaria de la Vechia at San 
Cassian, with his house near San Stae, not far from the Casa de Bressani, at Venice") (11). 
Accompanying them was the physician Moisé da Rodi, whose presence is attested to with certainty in 
1473 (12), but who probably arrived in Venice even earlier, and "Maestro Theodoro (Todros), Jewish 
physician", who reached Venice in 1469 with Friedrich (13). 


The best-known of all, however, was, without doubt, the rabbi and barber surgeon Jehudah messer Leon, 
certainly a product of Ashkenazi Jewish environment, if his origins at Montecchio in the Vicentino 
region are indeed a fact (14). This same Leon, who resided in Venice starting in 1469 at the earliest, 
where his son David was born, was officially granted his degree in medicine 
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during the Emperor’s visit, although formally the diploma was only signed a few days later by the 
imperial notary at Pordenone (but still in the month of February) (15). Similarly, years later, in August 
of 1489, the Emperor, still at Pordenone, is said to have granted a doctorate in medicine to two Jewish 
candidates, both of them from Sicily and belonging to the Azeni family at Palermo, David di Aronne and 
Salomone di Mosé (16). 


The petitions of the Jews to the Emperor, who had always been highly esteemed for his benevolent 
attitude, filed during his stay in Venice during the winter of 1469, were submitted by an ambassador 
admitted to Friedrich’s presence for that particular occasion. The occasion was described as follows, 
early in the 16th Century, with some satisfaction although with undoubted exaggeration, by the 
chronicler Elia Capsalia, rabbi of Candia, who had studied medicine at the Talmudic academy of Padua: 


"The Emperor (Friedrich III) was very favorable to the Jews. During his visit to Venice (in 1469), when 
his vassals and subjects presented him with (gastronomic) gifts, he never refused to eat them before his 
servants and functionaries had tasted them first, as is the custom among emperors. Whenever the Jews 
brought him gifts of this kind, Friedrich never hesitated to eat any of the dishes immediately, saying that 
he had complete faith in the loyalty and honesty of his Jewish subjects. 


"Later, Frederic, traveling from Venice, went to Padua to gain an impression of that city. On that 
occasion, the Serenissima prepared a carriage for him and placed it on the city walls: the horses pulled 
the carriage from which the Emperor admired the entire city. This was done so that he might easily 
verify the thickness and solidity of the walls (of Padua). Friedrich signed a pact with Venice and 
remained its faithful ally for the entire time he lived" (17). 


In all probability, the ambassadorship of the Jews conferring with Friedrich II as described by Capsali 
was headed by David Mavrogonato (in Italian, Maurogonato), an adventurer and not overly-scrupulous 
businessman in the service of the Republic of Venice, a person of enormous financial resources and 
great influence, a native of Candia who was often sent on hazardous missions to the lands of the Aegean 
and the Great Turk, where he was to run many risks and die a cruel death; on the other hand, he was 
certainly capable of procuring sumptuous stipends and profitable privileges for himself (18). 
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Maestro Tobias da Magdeburg, the humble physician from Trent, had seen Mavrogonato at Venice 
during the days of the imperial visit, although he did not know Mavrogonato’s name. He had observed 
Mavrogonato with respect and reverential fear; he knew approximately where he lived, although he did 
not know the exact address; but he was well aware that he would never have been able to approach 
Mavrogonato without undergoing the suspicious appraisal of Mavrogonato’s bodyguards. Perhaps 
Tobias thought that Mavrogonato’s recommendation would help get him, Tobias, included in the list of 
people enjoying the Emperor's favor, or those about to receive a Doctorate, but he was unable, or did not 
dare, to ask for it. The personage and appearance of Mavrogonato nevertheless remained imprinted in 
his memory after many years; in 1475, in speaking to the judges at Trent, he envisioned Mavrogonato as 
follows, erroneously imagining that he might be still alive: 


"He might have been forty four or forty five years old; he wore his hair long and wore a black beard, like 
the Greeks. He wore a black cloak that came down to his feet, and covered his head with a black cap. In 
substance, he dressed like the Greeks" (19). 


But who was David Mavrogonato really? An ambiguous and mysterious character, Mavrogonato 
appeared in Venice in 1461 on his own initiative to reveal a conspiracy being hatched on the island of 
Candia against the Serenissima. The Council of Ten did not hesitate to take the Jewish merchant into its 
service and send him back to Candia on a secret mission to spy on the conspirators and report them to 
the Venetian authorities, after gathering the evidence required for their arrest (20). Mavrogonato carried 
out the mission to perfection, although his tireless commitment finally ended by blowing his cover, 
rendering continued residence on his native island impossible, since, as he claimed, both Greeks and 
Jews "pointed him out with their fingers", considering him a vile informer, or malshin in Jewish juridical 
terminology, a term with lethal penal implications (21). We also know that Mose Capsali, rabbi at 
Constantinople, had threatened Mavrogonato with excommunication at the request of the Jews of Candia 
(22). 


The privileges requested early in his career by Mavrogonato in return for services rendered were granted 
without delay and with expressions of profound gratitude by the Council of Ten in December of 1463. 
These rights, which extended to his sons Jacob and Elia and his descendents in perpetuity included, 
among other things, exemption from the wearing of the distinctive sign required of the Jews, and 
authorization 
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to move about armed wherever he wished. He was not, however, granted the privilege, odd in 
appearance, but perfectly consistent with the type of persons with whom he had to deal, of striking two 
names off the list of banned wanted by the Serenissima for the crime of homicide(23) . Mavrogonato, 
Judeus de Creta et mercator in Venetiis, knew full well who might have benefited from such a clause, 
and had very definite ideas about certain people condemned in absentia who might thus have been 
permitted to return in the territories under Venetian domination. At this point, the entrepreneurial Jew 
from Candia, a permanent resident of Venice since the beginning of 1464, traveling frequently and 
easily, supervising his goods and entering and leaving the port en route for Candia and Constantinople, 
was Officially a spy in the service of the Republic and at its disposal for other, more or less hazardous, 
secret missions. 


In effect, Mavrogonato is thought to have been sent to Candia and Constantinople at least four times, in 
1465, the next year, in 1468 and in 1470, during the first Venetian-Turkish War (24). It is possible that, 
in 1468, on the eve of Friedrich’s imperial visit to Venice, Mavrogonato may have accompanied a 
vessel, loaded with goods owned by himself, from Candia to the Venetian landing place. In June of 
1465, a decree signed by the Council of Ten officially admitted that Mavrogonato had been sent to the 
capital of the Great Turk to spy on the enemy; in 1466, he was referred to the "Jew from Crete, called 
David", called upon by Venice to participate in the peace negotiations with the Sultan Mahomet II (25). 


David Mavrogonato died as mysteriously as he had lived, probably during his fourth mission. On 18 
December 1470, the Doge of Venice, writing to the Duke of Crete, mentioned the death of his secret 
agent, but without providing any details as to the circumstances of his death (26) . Mavrogonato may 
have accepted the dangerous assignment of plotting the Great Turk’s assassination in one way or 
another, and may for some reason have failed in the mission, meeting an unexpected death in the 
process. Other, later, clues are also thought to point in this direction. 


Among the requests filed by Mavrogonato with the Council of Ten after his first secret mission to 
Candia in the years 1461-1462, was that of being permitted to avail himself of a body guard, assigned to 
his personal defense ("that you might deign to grant him the privilege [...] of keeping [...] some person 
near him for the safety of his person, so that no violence or ignominy may be done to him by some 
villain or other evil person"). 
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Once his petition had been accepted by the Venetian legal authorities in February 1464, the merchant 
from Candia made haste to appoint a person originally described as a sort of bodyguard, but referred to 
in the document as Mavrogonato’s "associate", a designation quite distinct in scope as well as quality. 
This bodyguard, or “associate”, was to share in almost all the privileges granted by the city of Venice to 
Mavrogonato, including that of being authorized to engage in business of any kind, on a basis of equality 


with Venetian merchants, and being permitted to move about the city and territory wearing the black hat 


of a Christian gentlemen instead of the crocus-colored beret of the Jews (for this reason, Mavrogonato, 
in Venice and its domains, was known as "Maurobareti") (27). Mavrogonato was an experienced and 
rich businessman, but not a muscular street fighter or expert in the martial arts; these latter services were 
to be provided by a man bearing the name of Salomone da Piove di Sacco, known throughout Venice 
and the entire Veneto region as a banker, merchant and rough-and-ready financier, as bold as he was 
unscrupulous (28). Starting in 1464 and continuing thereafter, Mavrogonato is thought to have entrusted 
his affairs to Salomone da Piove di Sacco during his enforced and prolonged absences from Venice, 
including the management of his lordly dwelling at San Cassian and his joint interest in commercial 
ventures undertaken on the maritime routes to the great markets of the Levant. 


Finally, Mavrogonato is also believed to have entrusted Salomone da Piove with some of his own 
precious secrets as a diplomatic spy in the pay of Venice. On the eve of his first, risky trip to 
Constantinople in June 1465, David Mavrogonato informed the Council of Ten that he had indeed 
confirmed Salomone as his business agent at Venice "due to the complete faith which I have in 
him" (29). 


Salomone’s ancestors had arrived in Italy in the last part of the 14th century from the Rhine region in 
Germany, perhaps from the same important seat of the archbishop of Cologne. The family had gradually 
extended its offshoots from Cividale del Friuli, where Maruccio (Mordekhai) and Fays -- Salamone’s 
father and grandfather respectively -- had operated in the local money market, to Padua, where, in the 
mid-15th century, the same Salomone managed the bank of San Lorenzo in the city district of the same 
name (30). 


Salomone and his clan formed part of a migratory flow extending to all regions of northern Italy since 
the very late 14th century, involving the massive transalpine migration of entire German-speaking 
communities, both Christians and Jews, 
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from the Rhineland, Bavaria and upper and lower Austria, Franconia and Alsace, the Karten, Styria and 
Thiiringen, Slovenia, Bohemia and Moravia, Silesia, Swabia and Saxony, Westphalia, Wiirttemburg in 
the Palatinate, Brandenburg, Baden, Worms, Regensburg and Spira. A heterogenous German-speaking 
population, made up of rich and poor, entrepreneurs and artisans, financiers and scoundrels, men of 
religion, adventurers and rascals, traveling from the transalpine territories via the mountain crossings in 
a process of long duration, towards the lagoons of Venice, as well as the cities and lesser centers of the 
terra firma of the Veneto region (31). 


This was a large-scale phenomenon containing a large Jewish component which had already come to the 
fore in the regions of northern Italy, in consequence of the persecutions following the Black Death in the 
mid-14th century as well as sporadically during the century before. 


Ashkenazi, i.e., German, Jewish communities of diverse numerical consistency formed in a myriad of 


localities, large and small, from Pavia to Cremona, from Bassano to Treviso, from Cividale to Gorizia 
and Trieste, from Udine and Pordenone to Conegliano, from Feltre and Vicenza to Rovigo, from 
Lendinara to Badia Polesine, from Padua and Verona to Mestre (32). Here they stayed, a stone’s throw 
from Venice, an enterprising Jewish community of considerable economic weight, whose members 
came mostly from Nuremberg and the adjacent areas. In 1382, a few Jews from Mestre obtained 
authorization to move to Venice to practice money-lending, but were expelled a few years later, in 1397, 
for failing to comply with the conditions under which the government of Venice had admitted them to 
the city (33). 


The Serenissima thus returned to its traditional policy of refusing to grant permanent residence to Jews 
on the banks of the Great Canal, except under exceptional circumstances and for periods of short 
duration. This policy, frequently quite contrary to actual practice, witnessed Jews crowding the streets of 
certain city districts during the day and remaining there in great numbers even after dark, lodged in 
houses and inns, sometimes for long periods of time. There was no shortage of Jews in Venice: mostly 
physicians, influential merchants and bankers, having established themselves more or less permanently 
at Venice. The numerical consistency of this community, heterogenous in professions but more or less 
homogenous in ethnic origin, originating from the transalpine German-speaking territories, has, until 
today, been considered 
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from an unjustly simplistic point of view. Beginning in the second half of the 15th century, they tended 
to gather in one particular strategic area, a sheltered location in the international market at Rialto, the 
node of the great trading systems linking the city of Venice, by land and sea, to the centers of the plains 
of the Po River valley and the German-speaking regions which constituted a constant point of economic, 
social and religious reference, towards which the eyes of these Ashkenazi Jews continued to be directed 
(34). These areas included the districts of San Cassian, where a kosher butcher's shop soon opened, 
preparing meat according to the Jewish custom, Sant Agostino, San Polo and Santa Maria Mater 
Domini. At San Polo, they probably also attended the German-rite synagogue, authorized by the 
Venetian government in 1464 to serve "the Jews who reside in the capital or who meet there to carry on 
their businesses", with a decree which nevertheless limited their liturgical collective meetings to the 
participation of ten adults of the male sex (35). 


Moreover, the Jewish community at Venice, like the others of more or less distant Ashkenazi origin to 
be seen in the more immediate and smaller centers of northern Italy, formed part of a German-Jewish 
koiné, consisting of German-speaking Jews on both sides of the Alps, linked by liturgical usages and 
similar customs, sharing the same history, often marked by events both tragic and invariably 
mythologized, as well as by the same attitude of harsh hostility to the arrogant Christianity of 
surrounding society, the same religious texts of reference, the same rabbinical hierarchies, produced by 
the Ashkenazi Talmudic academies to whose authority they intended to submit, and the same family 
structures (36). These communities made up a homogenous entity from the social and religious point of 
view, which might be called supranational, in which the Jews of Pavia identified themselves with those 
from Regensburg, the Jews from Treviso with the Jews of Nuremberg, and the Jews of Trent with those 


from Cologne and Prague, but certainly not with those from Rome, Florence, or Bologna. 


Relations with the Italian Jews who often lived alongside them, where such relations existed, were 
markedly fortuitous, based on contingent common needs of an economic nature, and the common 
perception of being viewed as identical by the surrounding Christian environment. 


Many of these Ashkenazi Jews did not speak Italian, and if or when they did speak it, it was difficult to 
understand them due to the heavy German inflection of their pronunciation and the many Germanic and 
Yiddish terms with which their phrases were cram-packed. Not only the Hebrew language, 
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but the common liturgical usage of German and Italian Jews, was pronounced in a radically different 
way, so that the two groups considered it impossible to pray together (37). It is not therefore surprising 
that Italian Jews were not on terms of much familiarity with German Jews. 


Despite their close proximity, they had little knowledge of them, distrusted their aggressive economic 
audacity, which generally had little respect for the nation’s laws, and dissented from their religious 
orthodoxy, which they considered exaggerated and depressing. Sometimes, rightly or wrongly, they 
feared them. 


The Italian Jewish koiné, i.e, of distant Roman origin (Jews active in the money trade only moved from 
Rome to seek permanent residence in the municipalities of central and northern Italy starting in the 
second half of the 13th century), lived side with the German Jewish koiné, of more recent origin, but 
without assimilating, without merging and without being influenced, except to a minor and quite 
secondary degree. They were distant brothers, even if they were not "brothers who hate and fear each 
other". 


The first group of "Roman" Jews, i.e., Jews of Italian origin, flowing into the centers of the plane of the 
Po from their preceding seats in the Patrimonio of San Pietro, in Umbria, in the Marca d'Ancona, in the 
Lazio and in Campagna to carry on the authorized money trade, i.e., regulated by permits, did not reach 
these regions simultaneously with the arrival in those regions of the German transalpine Jews, active in 
the same profession. They in fact preceded them by several decades. The first Jewish money lenders at 
Padua and Lonigo, in the Vicentino region, were Italians, and initially settled there between 1360 and 
1370. Jews of German origin only reached the region in consistent numbers at a later time, at the end of 
the century, and, in particular, at the beginning of the 15th century (38). A comparison of the clauses of 
the permits granted to the German Jews compared to those granted to the Italian Jews, often active in the 
same areas, reveals obvious traces of profound differences in religious usage and mentalities, sediments 
of particular and diverse historical experiences. The attitudes and ceremonial components, the fears and 
mistrust, the sense and dimension of life, the relations with the surrounding Christian society of these 
German Jews, immersed in the new Italian reality in which they felt profoundly foreign, remained 
influenced and marked by their experiences in the Germanic world from which they originated, and 


which they had only left physically. 


The principal concern of these immigrants seemed to be, understandably, that of ensuring their physical 
safety 
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and the protection of their property against the dangers represented by a surrounding society which 
considered them treacherous and potentially hostile. Almost obsessively, the chapters of the permits 
repeatedly mention the exemplary punishments to be threatened to anyone causing damaging or injury to 
the Jews, or subjecting them to trouble or vexations. The permit granted by the municipality of Venzone 
to the money lender Benedetto of Regensburg in 1444 contained the condition that wet nurses and 
Christian personnel in the service of the Jews were not to be molested or offended, nor could they be 
made to work on Sunday or the feast days of the Christian calendars (39). The transalpine Jews were 
particularly sensitive to the possibility of being falsely accused and, in consequence, of suffering from 
legal proceedings and expropriations, as shown by their preceding experience in the German territories, 
the scars of which they still bore. In 1414, Salomone da Nuremberg and his companions requested and 
obtained a concession from the government of Trieste stating that, if Jews accused of any crime or 
offense before the judges of that city would not be subjected to torture to extort confessions without at 
least four citizen witnesses, trustworthy and of good reputation, against them (40). 


The permits signed by the municipalities of Lombardy and Triveneto with the Ashkenazi Jews were 
characterized by a constant concern that they be guaranteed the freedom to observe their religious ritual 
and ceremonial standards with zealous scrupulousness. The religious clauses inserted in the chapters 
were more detailed in this sense than those found in the contemporary permits granted to Jewish money 
lenders of Italian origin, undoubtedly an indication of greater adherence to the observation of religious 
precepts on the part of the Ashkenazi community than the Italian one. It was significant in this regard 
that the appearance of the clause relating to the undisturbed provision of kosher meat, i.e., meat 
butchered according to ritual law, appears for the first time in the permits granted to German Jews at the 
end of the 14th century (from Pavia in 1387 to Udine in 1389, from Pordenone in 1399 to Treviso in 
1401), approximately twenty years before this made its initial appearance, certainly in imitation of, and 
under the influenced by, the Ashkenazi prototype, in the permits of the Italian Jews 


(41). 
The religious clauses inserted in the permits of the German Jews include, in addition to the right to 


supply themselves with kosher meat to observe their festivities freely, the right not to be compelled to 
violate the standards of Hebraic law in the exercise of 
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their lending activities or having to appear in court on Saturday or the feast days of the Hebraic calendar. 
The same clauses furthermore permitted the safeguarding of the other Jewish alimentary norms, such as 


the supervised preparation of the wine, cheeses and bread (a clause usually missing from the permits 
granted to Italian Jews); the right to "attend synagogue" (Pavia 1387); to use a piece of land as a 
cemetery and to permit Jewish women to take regular baths of purification, after the end of their 
menstrual periods, in the city baths on particular days set aside for them (Pordenone, 1452) (42). 


But the most characteristic clause, absolutely generalized in the permits of Jews of German origin, but 
significantly absent from the permits of the Italian Jews, was that referring to protection against forced 
conversions to Christianity. In particular, the Ashkenazi appeared obsessed with the possibility that their 
children might be kidnapped, subjected to violence or swindled with snares and tricks to drag them to 
the baptismal font. That this possibility was anything but remote seemed obvious to anyone having 
experienced this type of traumatic experience at first hand on the banks of the Rhine or the Main. 
Permits issued in Friulia, Lombardy and Veneto granted to German money lenders, as early as the end of 
the 14th century, explicitly prohibited friars and priests of any order from proselytizing among Jewish 
children not yet having reached their 13th birthday (43). In 1403, Ulrich III, bishop of Bressanone, 
granted the Jews of the Tyrol protection from any possible ecclesiastical claims to a right of forced 
conversion of Jewish children. This protection could, and did, include the dangers represented by 
baptized Jews, zealous and implacable in plotting the ruin of the Jewish communities from which they 
originated (44). In 1395, Mina da Aydelbach, representing the Jewish families of German origin residing 
in Gemona, first stopping place on the main road to the lagoons of Venice after the mountain crossing of 
Tarvisio, obtained, in the initial clauses of their permits explicitly provided for the immediate removal 
from the city of so-called "Jews turned Christian", who were said to constitute elements of scandal and 
disturbance (45). 


The die was already cast between the Italian and German Jews, settled in the lands beyond the River Po, 
by the mid-15th century. With a few exceptions, the piazza was henceforth solidly in the hands of 
Yiddish-speaking Jews who, in the best of cases, badly mangled Italian (46). In former times, they had 
crossed the Alps fearfully and almost on tip-toe, in search of sufficiently modest and desirable dwellings 
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so as to live and survive comfortably, but they also, when need arose, proved themselves enterprising in 
financial matters, courageous and even bold in their commercial undertakings, nonchalant and often 
arrogant and impudent in their relations with the government, only obeying the law when it was strictly 
necessary or too dangerous to do otherwise. Victory was now theirs, and it was because of these same 
bankers and merchants that many of them had been able to accumulate huge sums of capital ina 
relatively short lapse of time, such as to bear no comparison with the fortunes possessed by Christian 
mercantile families and patricians who were both more distinguished and of higher rank. 


The chronology is relatively precise. In 1455, all Italian Jews active in the money trade were expelled 
from Padua and compelled to shut down their banks, while the "Teutonic" Jews, divided from, and now 
entirely separate from, the Italian Jews, gained the upper hand in the local money market [Padua], the 
most important in the terra firma of the Veneto region, as early as ten years before. At Verona, all 


lending banks owned by Italian Jews had already been closed in 1447, while, in 1445, the permits of the 
Jewish bankers of Vicenza were not renewed (47) . With the Italian Jewish banks shut down in all the 
principal centers of the Veneto region, a few district lending banks, few in number but of great economic 
potential, particularly because of the higher interest rates charged by them in comparison to the rates 
formerly charged by banks controlled Italian Jews, remained open to serve the needs of the clientele in 
the cities and in the countryside (48). These were the banks of Soave and Villafranca in the district of 
Verona, Mestre for Venice, and Este, Composampiero and, above all, Piove di Sacco in the Padua 
district (49). 


The forced and almost simultaneous dismantling of the Jewish banks of Padua, Verona and Vicenza led, 
as an immediate consequence, to the almost total extinction of the Hebraic community of Roman origin, 
which was compelled, for the most part, to flow into the centers on the nearer side of the Po; on the other 
hand, however, it allowed other money lenders, from Treviso and the territories of Friulia, who took 
over the assets and management of the few remaining lending banks, to make extraordinary fortunes. As 
we have seen, these banks benefited from an extremely broad catchment area and could rely ona 
numerous and heterogenous clientele. Their economic success was therefore guaranteed and proved to 
be exceptional in scope. The lucky few bankers remaining on the piazza were almost all Ashkenazi, the 
same Jews who had hastened or more or less directly procured the financial ruin of the Italian Jews. The 
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most prominent among them was, in the end, Salomone di Marcuccio, owner of the Banco di Piove di 
Sacco and, after 1464, David Mavrogno da Candia’s official business associate, with a more or less 
official residence at Venice (50). 


Rich and influential, Salomone, although not a man of great culture, was not averse to sponsorship 
ventures, in which field he established himself with flare and good taste. At Piove, where the local 
community was practically one of his fiefdoms, in 1465, he became associated with the German printer 
Meshullam Cusi, whose presence at Padua is attested to in the same year. Cusi undertook the initial 
printing of one of the first Hebraic cunabulae, certainly one of the most important and monumental, at 
Piove, towards the end of 1473. This was a classic ritualistic code, Arba'a Turim, a work of the German 
rabbi Ya'akov b. Asher (1270 circa 1340), whose family originated from Cologne but had carried on its 
activities for the most part at Barcelona in Catalunya, and later at Toledo in Castille. 


The four volumes, printed on Cusi’s presses with great care and heedless of cost, were completed in July 
1475 and constituted one of the most splendid and elegant examples of Hebraic printing (51). Certain 
copies of great beauty were printed on parchment and intended for a highly sophisticated readership, 
particularly from the economic point of view, one of the most important of whom was to be Salomone di 
Piove. The printing costs linked to the supplies of machinery, type, materials and labor, were to fluctuate 
between seven hundred and one thousand ducats, a large sum which Cusi might not have had available, 
without the direct or indirect joint involvement of the Jewish banker di Piove. 


We believe that consideration should be given to the possibility that Salmone may have also undertaken 
another artistic-literary undertaking of great importance, at proportional economic cost. The precious 
miniatures of the so-called "Rothschild Miscellanea", one of the most sumptuous and famous of all 
Jewish legal codes, were executed in the decade between 1470 and 1480, probably in Leonardo Bellini’s 
workshop at Venice. The artistic decoration of the manuscript cost almost one thousand ducats, a sum 
equivalent to half the taxes paid by the entire Jewish community of the Duchy of Milan during the same 
period (52). Salomone may well have been the only Jewish sponsor living more or less permanently in 
the city of the lagoons able to make 
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an investment of such magnitude without difficulty. For purposes of comparison, we know that in 1473, 
Salomone, still active on the piazza of Venice, together with one of his sons, Marcuccio, his first born, 
was able to pay a gigantic sum, equal to 300 ducats in cash and another 360 in credits, intended for the 
restoration of the perimeter wall of the old Arsenal (53). 


Between 1468 and 1469, in view of Emperor Friedrich’s forthcoming visit to Venice, Salomone hosted a 
plenary meeting at Piove of the German rabbis of the Jewish community of northern Italy, presided over 
by their most authoritative exponent, the jurist Yoseph Colon, then active in the community of Mestre 
(54). The petitions said to have been presented by the Jewish ambassadorship to the solemn and 
magnificent Emperor during the anticipated audience described by Rabbi Elia Capsali di Candia in his 
chronicles may have been drawn up on that occasion. 


During the summer of 1470, David Mavrogonato set sail from Venice to return to Candia for what was 
to be his last mission. He had long since prudently avoided reappearing on his native island. He was 
probably accompanied on this voyage by Salomone di Piove himself, who, at the end of June, left his 
son Salamoncino with a power of attorney for the purpose of collecting a huge loan from the bank 
Soranzo at Venice, a transaction which he would normally have conducted directly (55). As we know, 
this was a voyage from which Mavrogonato is thought never to have returned alive, meeting with his 
tragic demise a few weeks later, certainly before September of that year. From that time onwards, 
Mavrogonato’s name and memory were to be systematically omitted from all documents signed by his 
former associate, Salomone da Piove, as well as by Salamone’s sons, although reference to the 
privileges obtained by the influential merchant from Candia appears to have become an established 
custom. This is not surprising and cannot be merely accidental. Salomone certainly knew the truth about 
that last voyage to Constantinople in which Mavrogonato is believed to have met with unexpected death. 
Did Salamone know too much? Did he wish to forget, or rather, cause others to forget, that he had been 
with him on that tragic maritime voyage? What is certain is that Salomone da Piove was close to David 
Mavrogonato until the end. Perhaps too close. 


It is not therefore surprising to learn that, at around this same time, Salomone personally took over a 
bold project, perhaps planned beforehand by his associate and collaborator from Candia, 
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"to take the life of the Great Turk", thus doing the government of Venice a great favor (56). To provide 
for the assassination of Mahomet IJ, the nonchalant financier informed the Council of Ten that he had 
sent a Jewish doctor named Valco, whose Italian name was probably derived from the well-known 
family of doctors, natives of Worms, called Wallach, Wallich or Welbush, to Constantinople, at his 
expense (57) . 


"Salamon, as appears in the books of Your Majesties the Council of Ten, due to his wish to do a great 
ourselves and all of Christianity a great service by attempting to take the life of the Great Turk, chose, at 
his expense, sent for a Maestro Valco, a Jewish doctor, whom he sent with his own money" (58). 


Even before that, we know that the Venetian authorities had been glad to avail themselves of the 
services of a Jewish barber-surgeon, Jacob da Gaeta, the Sultan’s personal physician, an expert spy and 
double agent, greedy for gain and treacherous, with whom Mavrogonato had maintained frequent 
contacts (59). It also appears that Maestro Jacob had reached Venice in secrecy, together with Gaeta, on 
the same vessel from Ragusa, in very late 1468, on the eve of the imperial visit and the Venetian 
congress of Jewish physicians, held on that occasion (60). 


Maestro Valco, paid by Salomone, moved to Constantinople, and went quickly to work, but apparently 
with little result. Mahomet II was still alive and kicking when the Jewish banker from Piove finally died, 
between the end of 1475 and the very early part of the following year. But Salamone was occupied with 
certain other matters, much more serious and more disagreeable then merely "taking the life of the Great 
Turk" during that period, which was to prove fraught with danger for all the Jewish communities of 
northern Italy. The Trent trials of the Jews accused of little Simon’s martyrdom had ended with the 
condemnation and execution of the principal defendants, who were burnt at the stake or decapitated in 
June of 1475. Other defendants, including the women of the small community, were waiting to learn 
their final fate, after which the trial proceedings were suspended in April by order of Sigismundo IV, 
Count of Tyrol, and were then newly interrupted the following July by order of Pope Sixtus IV after a 
brief recommencement, requested by several parties for purposes of intervening in the affair. The Pope 
then personally sent a special commissioner to Trent, the Dominican, Battista de’ Giudici, bishop of 
Ventimiglia, with the task of investigating and 
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reporting on the facts. De’ Giudici, who had initially taken up lodgings at Trent, later moved to the 
nearby, but more secure, seat of Rovereto, in territory belonging to Venice, where they met with the 
lawyers, all of top rate importance, whom the Jews of Padua had decided to make available to the 
defendants (61). Salomone da Piove played a prominent role in the affair, requesting the Pope to appoint 
an apostolic inquisitor and probably meeting Battista de’ Giudici at Padua, on de’ Giudici’s way to Trent 
(62). 


In accordance with de’ Giudici, with whom he maintained intense epistolary relations, as well as through 
another Jew from Piove, belonging to the Cusi family of typographers, having strategically moved, to 
Rovereto, Salomone provided a safe conduct to a Paduan Jew, a native of Regensburg, and sent him to 
Innsbruck with the mission of pleading the cause of the Trent defendants still in prison, before 
Sigismundo, Count of Tyrol, and, if possible, obtaining their release. Salomone Fiirstungar, his agent on 
this delicate mission, was an unscrupulous intriguer who camouflaged himself by dressing, not as a Jew, 
but "in the German-style, with a short overcoat and a cap on his head", returned from Tyrol disappointed 
and empty-handed. His bitter failure was also an indication of the failure of the efforts of all the German- 
origin Jewish communities from the Veneto region to avoid the tragic consequences of the Trent affair 
for the defendants who were still alive (63). Salomone da Piove is said to have died shortly afterwards 
(64). 


The leadership of this conspicuous group, committed, as always, to avoiding the political and financial 
effects and repercussions of the Trent trials on their Jewish brethren, thus passed into the hands of 
Manno di Aberlino (Mandele ben Abrahim) of Vincenza, maximum exponent of the influential 
Ashkenazim community of Pavia (65). A prestigious banker with vast financial resources, he had been 
appointed collector of Jewish taxes to the Lombard communities by the Duke of Milan in 1469. Manno 
was related to Salomone da Piove, whose first-born son Marcuccio had married one of his brother 
Angelo’s daughters (66). Manno was to meet Salomone da Piove at fairly frequent intervals at Venice, 
where he had more or less officially opened a money lending shop, of secondary importance compared 
to the great bank at Padua but still of strategic importance (67). 


When Salomone Fiirstungar, just recovering from the setback at Innsbruck, thirsting for revenge or just 
to reshuffle the cards, took to considering murdering the captain of the guards of the podesta of Trent 
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[Letter in Hebrew sent by the banker Manno (Mandele) of Pavia to the physician Omobono Bonim of 
Venice, March 1476 (State Archive of Trent, Archivio Principesco Vescovile, S.L., 69, 68).] 


and even bishop Hinderbach himself, hiring an assassin for the task, a person above suspicion, a priest 
named Paolo da Novara, the industrious Manno offered to finance the bold initiative, without regard to 
cost (68). Manno asked the priest, Paolo da Novara, who was probably contacted through his brother 
Bartolomeo, a druggist at Piove di Sacco (69), to poison the persons responsible for the Trent trial and to 
obtain the arsenic required to do so from the Venetian physician Omobono (Bunim), owner of the "della 
Vecchia" pharmacy at San Cassian, who is also believed to have issued instructions on how to use the 
arsenic. As a reward, Paolo was to receive four hundred ducats, half of it immediately, and the other two 
hundred to be withdrawn over the counter a Manno’s bank at Venice (70). But the conspiracy, the most 
prominent members of which were all Jews from Pavia, Padua, Novara, Soncino, Parma, Piacenza, 
Modena, Brescia, Bassano, Rovereto, Riva and Venice, failed miserably, with the arrest and confession 


of the fanciful and avaricious priest (71). 
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Flow by Judah Messer Leon, Ithaca (N.Y.)-London, 1983, p. XX, and recently made by H. Tirosh- 
Rotschild, Between Worlds. The Life and Thought of R. David b. Judah Messer Leon , Albany (N.Y.), 
1991, p. 25, and by G. Busi, II succo dei favi. Studi sull'umanesimo ebraico, Bologna, 1992, p. 19. 


15) The text of the imperial diploma granted to Jehudah messer Leon, dated 21 February 1469, and 
published in full by Carpi, Notes on the Life of R . Judah Messer Leon, cit., pp. 59-60. 


16) The imperial privileges granted to the two Jewish Sicilian physicians, dated 4 August 1489, the their 
text, has been published by Wenninger (Zur Promotion jiidischer Artzte, cit., pp. 413-424). Salomone 
Azeni was almost certainly identical with Salomone Siciliano, active at Padua in the last decade of the 
Fifteenth Century (cfr. Carpi, L'Individuo e la collettivitd, cit., pp. 222, 224). 


17) E. Capsali, Seder Eliyahu Zuta, by A. Schmuelevitz, Sh. Simonsohn and M. Benayahu, Jerusalem, 
1977, vol. II, p. 260. On this matter, cfr Nissim, Un "minian" di ebrei ashkenaziti a Venezia, cit., pp. 42- 
43. On Capsali's work, see, recently, G. Corazzol, Sulla Cronaca dei Sovrani di Venezia ("Divre' 
hayamim le-malke' Wenesty'ah") di Rabbi Elia Capsali da Candia , in "Studi Veneziani", XLVII (2004), 
pp. 313- 330. 


18) On David Magrogonato, "judeus de Creta et mercator in Venetiis" [“Jew from Crete and merchant at 
Venice”’], see, in particular, D. Jacoby, David Mavrogonato of Candia. Fifteenth Century Jewish 
Merchant, Intercessor and Spy, in "Tarbiz", XX XII (1964), pp. 388-402 (in Hebrew); Id., Un Agent juif 
au service de Venise. David Mavrogonato de Candie, in "Thesaurismata. Bollettino dell'Istituto Ellenico 
di Studi Bizantini e Post-Bizantini", [X (1972), pp. 68-77, (republished in Id., Recherches sur la 
Méditerannée orientale du XIIe au XVe siécle, London, 1979, pp. 68-96); M. Manoussacas, Le receuil 
de privileges de la famille juive Mavroganto de Créte (1464-1642), in "Byzantinische Forschungen", XII 
(1987), pp. 345-366; Carpi, L'Individuo e la colletivita, cit., pp. 41-43. 


19) "Et erat etatis annorum XL quatuor vel quinquaginta, cum capillis et barba nigra prolixa, more 
Greco, et indutus clamide nigro usque ad pedes, cum caputio nigro in capite, dicens quod aliquando 
induebat se veste sicut portant Greci" [“He was about 40 or 50 years old, with black hair and a long 
black beard, in the Greek style, and wore a black cap on his head, saying that he preferred to dress like a 
Greek”’] , (cfr. Esposito e Quaglioni, Processi, cit., vol. I, p. 329). On the indubitable identification of the 
personage in question with David Mavrogonato, see D. Nissim, I] legame tra I processi di Trento contro 
gli ebrei e la tipografia ebraica di Piova di Sacco del 1475, in "Annali dell'Istituto Storico Italo- 
Germanico in Trento", XX V (1999), pp. 669-678. 


20) Cfr Jacoby, Un agent juif, cit., pp. 69-70; Manoussacas, Le recueil de priviléges, cit., p. 345. 


21) "Praedictus David [...] passus fuit et publicum odium, quod ipse in tota insual tam per Christianos 
quam per Judeos acquisisset, cum jam digito mostraretur ab omnibus." [The aforementioned David [...] 
became an object of public hatred, known to both Jews and Christians all over the island, who pointed 
him out with their fingers”]. This document, dated 29 December 1463, together with other privileges 
granted Mavrogonato by Venice, is located in the Archivio di Stato di Venezia (henceforth: ASV), 
Inquisitorato agli Ebrei, envelope 19, doc no. 3. 


Late printed copies of these privileges, entitled Per David Mavrogonato contro Senseri Ordinari di 
Rialto e Stampa dell'Universita tutta degli Ebrei di Venezia are located in the ASV, Inquisitorato agli 
Ebrei (envelopes 39 and 5 respectively). See also, in this regard, Manoussacas, Le recueil de priviléges, 
cit., p. 346. 


22) Cfr. Jacoby, Un agent juif, cit., pp. 81-82. 


23)" Se degni concierderli ch'el porta segno del .O. per sua salude d ch'el possa portare Arme [...]. Item 
li sia concesso poder cavar de Bando per puro omicidio do Persone solamente.” [“If he be deemed 
worthy to be granted the right to bear the insignia of the O. [O. = possibly “Uomo di bene”, gentleman 
or Christian] for his health and to bear arms [...]; that he be granted the right to cause certain persons 
wanted for homicide to be stricken from the list of banned persons’’]. This last clause appears in the 
printed document in the ASV, Inquisitorato agli Ebrei, envelope 39, while it is missing from the 
manuscript text of the privileges (ibidem, envelope 19, doc no. 4). 


24) Cfr. Jacoby, Un agent juif, cit., pp. 75-77. 


25) Cfr. Manoussacas, Le recueuil de priviléges, cit., p. 345. See also Sanudo's comments on the year 
1466: "In questo mezo Vettor Capello, Capetanio Zeneral nostro, haveno hautto pr via di quel David 
(Mavrogonato) hebreo il salvoconducto dal Signor turcho di poter la Signoria mandarli uno ambassado 
[... per] veder i tratar qualche acordo" [“In this way, Vettor Capello, our Captain General, having 
obtained through David (Mavrogonato) a safeconduct from the Great Turk to send an ambassador [...to] 
attempt to reach some agreement[“], (Sanudo, Le vite dei dogi , cit., vol. II, pp. 88-89. 


26) In a letter dated 18 December 1470 and addressed to the Duke of Crete, the Doge referred to 
Mavrogonato’s death ("qui denique eundo in servitiis nostri admisit vitam") [“who was furthermore 
acting in our service at the risk of his life’’], praising his loyalty to the Republic (cfr. Jacoby, Un agent 
juif, cit., pp. 76-77). 


27) Among the privileges granted on 2 July 1466 by the Consiglio dei Dieci to David Mavrogonato, his 
children and descendents, in addition to his bodyguards, Andrea Cornaro also reported that of "di non 
portar beretta giallo or altro segno, che portano li Hebrei nel capello, ma portion il capello negro come li 
Christiani, per la qual cosa d'alhora in qua detti Hebrei Mavrgonato si dicono Mauroberti (recte: 
Maurobereti) per sopranome, che vuol dire baretta negra" [“‘of not wearing a yellow cap or other sign 
usually worn by Jews on their hats, but to wear a black cap like the Christians, for which reason 
Mavrogonato was thereafter called by the last name of Mauroberti, which means black cap”’] (cfr. 
Jacoby, Un agent juif, cit., p. 79). 


28) "David praedictus dixit et declaravit quod socius suus, signi non portandi et arma [ferendi], est 
Salamon gn. Marcu, cuius auxilio et consilio usus fuit in praedictus et omnia (recte: circa) 

praedicta" [‘‘the aforementioned David said and declared that Salomone, son of the late Marcuccio, was 
his assistant and advisor in all the aforementioned activities, being entitled to carry a weapon to go about 
without any insignia’’] (ASV, Inquisitorato algi Ebrei, envelope 39, Per David Maurogonato contro 
Senseri Ordinarj di Rialto, dated 1 February 1464 [1463 more veneto]. 


29) On 17 June 1465, David Mavrogonato announced to two representatives of the Consiglio dei Dieci 
"quod relinquit pro eo et agendis suis in Venetiis Salomonem de Plebisacci hebreum, quia de eo se 


confidet" [“that the Jew Salomone da Piove was acting on his behalf and as his agent, since he had 
complete confidence in him]; (the document, published in the original by Manoussacas, is cited by 
Jacoby, Un agent juif, cit., p. 74 and by Carpi, L ’individuo e la collettivitd, cit., p. 42). The privileges 
granted by the authorities at Venice to Salomone da Piove are indirectly confirmed by in a parte, 
approved by the Consiglio del Comune di Padova on 22 January 1467. In this, the Paduan rulers claimed 
that they were applying the standards of the Statutes against Salomone (""casum querelle seu accuse 
contra Iudeum de Plebe") [“‘because of the quarrels caused by his accusations against Salomone da 
Piove’’], notwithstanding the protection which he enjoyed in Venice (Archivio di Stato di Padova 
[henceforth: ASP], Consiglio del Commune, Atti, 7, c. 202v). 


30) On Salomone di Marcuccio da Piove di Sacco and his family, see D. Jacoby, New Evidence on 
Jewish Bankers in Venice and the Venetian Terraferma (c. 1450-1550), in A. Toaff and Sh. 
Schwarzfuchs, The Mediterranean and the Jews. Banking, Finance and International Trade (XVI-XVIII 
Centuries) , Ramat Gan, 1989, pp. 151-178; Carpi, L ’individuo e la collettivita, cit., pp. 27-60; D. 
Nissim, I primordi della stampa ebraica nell'Italia settentrionale. Piove di Sacco-Soncino (1469-1496), 
Soncino, 2004, pp. 90-13. 


31) In this regard, see, among others, Ph. Braunstein, Le commerce du fer a Venise au Xve siécle, in 
"Studi Veneziani", VIII (1966), pp. 267-302; Le prét sur gage a Padoue et dans le Padouan au milieu 
du XVe siécle, in G. Cozzi, Gli ebrei e Venezia (secoli XIV-XVIII), Milan, 


1987, pp. 652-653; M. Toch, The Formation of a Diaspora. The Settlement of Jews in the Medieval 
German Reich, in "Aschkenas", VII (1997), no. 1, pp. 55-78. For an illustration of this phenomenon, see 
also L. Boeninger, La Regula bilingue della scuola dei calzolai tedeschi a Venezia del 1383 , Venice, 
2002. 


32) Cfr. A. Toaff, Migrazioni di ebrei tedeschi attraverso i territori triestini e friulani fra XIV e XV 
secolo, in G. Todeschini and P.C. Ioly Zorattini, I! mondo ebraico. Gli ebrei tra Italia-nord-orientale e 
Impero asburgico dal Medioevo all'Eta contemporanea, Pordenone, 1991, pp. 3-29; A. Toaff, Gli 
insediamenti ashkenaziti nell'Italia settentrionale,in Storia d'Italia. Annali. XI: Gli ebrei in Italia, tome 
I: Dall'Alto Medioevo all'eta dei ghetti , by C. Vivanti, Turin, 1996, pp. 153-171. 


33) Cfr. R.C. Mueller, Les préteurs juifs de Venise au Moyen Age, in "Annales ESC", XXX (1975), pp. 
1277-1302; Id., The Jewish Moneylenders of the Late Trecento Venise . A Revisitation, in 
"Mediterranean Historical Review", X (1995), pp. 202-217. 


34) Cfr. E. Concina, Parva Jerusalem, in E. Concina, U. Camerino and D. Calabri, La citta degli ebrei. 
II ghetto di Venezia: architettura e urbanistica , Venice, 1991, pp. 24-25. 


35) Cfr. E. Ashtor, Gli inizi della communita ebraica a Venezia, in "La Rassegna Mensile di Israel", 
XLIV (1978), pp. 700-701 (the essay has been republished in U. Fortis, Venezia ebraica, Rome, 1982, 
17-39). See also Nissim, Un "minian" di ebrei ashkenaziti a Venezia, cit., pp. 44-45. 


36) Cfr. Toaff, Migrazioni di ebrei tedeschi, cit., pp. 7-8, 15-21; Id., Gli insediamenti ashkenaziti 
nell'Italia settentrionale, cit., 157-159, 165-171. 


37) Still at the beginnings of the Seventeenth century, Leon (Jehudah Arieh) da Modena, rabbi at 
Venice, observed, in this regard, that "nella pronuntia di essa lingua Hebrea sono talmente poi tra di loro 
differenti, che a pena sono intesi i Thedeschi da g]'Italiani" [“they pronounce the Hebrew language so 
differently from Italian Jews can hardly understand the German ones”. (Leon da Modena, Historia de 
gli riti hebraici, Paris, 1637, p. 36). An informative document in this regard is the inventory of good 
transported by an Ashkenazi Jew, a native of one of the Jewish communities of northern Italy and 
traveling to Schwedt in the diocese of Brandenburg, not far from Frankfurt am Oder, in the last quarter 
of the 15th Century, on his travels. The interesting list appears drawn up in Hebrew and Yiddish, while 
the Italian terms are transcribed in Hebrew letters (cfr. A.K. Offenberg, How to Define Printing in 
Hebrew. A Fifteenth-Century List of Goods of a Jewish Traveller and his Wife , in "The Library", 
Oxford, VI s., XVI (1994), pp. 43-49). 


38) Cfr. A. Toaff, Convergenze sul Veneto di banchiere ebrei romani e tedeschi nel tardo Medioevo, in 
Cozzi, Gli ebrei e Venezia, cit., pp. 595-613. See also Ph. Braunstein (ibidem, p. 690), which accepts my 
own conclusions as stated above. 

39) Cfr. M. Lucchetta, Benedetto Jew of Ratisbona de fu maestro Josef banchiero pubblico di Venzone, 
Udine, 1971. See also M. Davide, La communita ebraica nella Venzone del Quattrocento , in "Ce fastu", 


LXXX (2004), pp. 167-186. 


40) Cfr. M de Szombathely, Libro delle Riformazioni or Libro dei Consigli (1411-1429), Trieste, 1970, 
pp. 4-6. 


41) Cfr. Toaff, Gli insediamenti ashkenaziti nell'Ttalia settentrionale, cit., pp. 162-163. 

42) Cfr. Id., Migrazioni di ebrei tedeschi, cit., pp. 11-14. 

43) Cfr. Id., Gli insediamenti ashkenaziti nell'Italia settentrionale, cit., pp. 160-161. 

44) Cfr. A. Sinnacher, Beitrdge zur Geschichte der bischéflichen Kirche Saben und Brixen in Tryol, 
Brixen, 1826, pp. 3-21; R. Palme, Sulla storia sociale e giuridica degli ebrei in Tirolo nel tardo Medievo 
e all'inizio dell'eta moderna , in "Materiali di Lavoro", 1988, nos. 1-4, 119- 130. 

45) Cfr. L. Billiani, Dei Toscani ed ebrei prestatori di denaro a Gemona, Udine, 1895, pp. 123-126. 

46) The most important (and perhaps not the only) exception seems to be that of Vicenza, in which the 


Italian (Roman) element gained the upper hand over the Ashkenazi during the Fifteenth Century. See R. 
Scuro, Alcune notizie sulla presenza ebraica a Vicenza nel XV secolo, in G.M. Varanini and R.C. 


Mueller Ebrei nella Terraferma veneta del Quattrocento, Florence, 2005, p. 106. 


47) The processes and events which, in the mid-Fifteenth Century, led to the forced transfer of money 
lending in this zone from Italian Jews to German Jews have been studied in many precise research 
papers. See, among others, Braunstein, Le prét sur gage a Padoue, cit., pp. 651- 669; G.M. Varanini, 
Appunti per la storia del prestito de dell'insediamento ebraico a Verona nel Quattrocento, in Cozzi, Gli 
ebrei e Venezia, cit., pp. 615-628; G.M. Varanini, I] commune di Verona, Venezia e gli ebrei nel 
Quattrocento. Problemi e linee di ricerca, in Id., Communi cittadini e stato regionale. Ricerche sulla 
Terraferma veneta nel Quattrocento, Verona, 1992, pp. 279-293; M. Nardello, II prestito ad sua a 
Vinceza e la vicenda delgi ebrei nei secoli XIV e XIV , in "Odeo Olimpico", XIII-XIV (1977-1978), pp. 
123-125; Carpi, L ’individuo e la collettivita, cit., pp. 34, 130-132; Scuro, Alcune notizie sulla presenza 
ebraica a Vicenza, cit., pp. 103-121. 


48) See Braunstein's intelligent contributions in this regard, Le prét sur gage a Padoue, cit., pp. 662-663. 


49) It is significant that, on 12 January 1461, the Consiglio del Commune di Padova lamented the fact 
that, with the formal coverage of the banks of Piove di Sacco, Monselice and Este, the Jewish money 
lenders continued to operate illegally on the market at Padua, charging interest at rates over 40% 
("contra Statuta nonnulli Iudei per quamdam viam indirectam fenerari incipient in civitate Padue hoc 
modo, videlicit quod in Padua accipiunt pignora et mutuant pecunias et postea fieri faciunt bulletinem 
per Iudeos fenerantes in Montessellice vel Plebe aut in Este, fingendo quod Iudeus de Plebe aut de 
Montesselice vel de Este sit ille qui mutuet tales pecunias, cum quibus Iudeis de ei habitantes Padue ses 
intelligunt cum lucro quadraginta pro centenario ut ultra"). [“notwithstanding the laws stipulating that no 
Jew may lend at usury in the city of Padua, either directly or indirectly, particularly, that they accept 
collateral in Padua and lend money at usury and then fabricate vouchers from Jewish money lenders at 
Piove or Montesselice or Este, pretending that it is those Jews who are actually lending the money in 
Padua, thus making a profit of forty percent or more”’]. The rulers of Padua protested before the Doge of 
Venice, objecting to the fact that Jewish money lenders had been granted the right to operate in this 
manner thanks to letters patent issued in their favor by the authorities of Venice ("quod sua Excelsitudo 
dignetur revocare dictas litteras concessas prefatis Iudeis, quia, stantibus dictis litteris, dicti Iudei per 
hanc viam mutuabunt percunias sub uxuris; nam si mutuarent publice et palam sicut facere soliti errant, 
non haberent nisi .XV pr centenario" [“may his Excellency deign to revoke the said letters granted to the 
above mentioned Jews, because, being in the possession of such letters, these Jews are enabled to lend 
money at usury; while if they did so publicly and openly as they usually do, they would not even earn 15 
percent”] ASP, Consiglio del Comune, Atti, 7., cc. Cv-6r). 


50) Salomone, in 1441, when he was still called "da Cividale " and not yet "da Piove di Sacco", had set 
up banks at Verona and Soave, transferring them to Padua in 1442 (cfr. A. Castaldini, Mondi paralleli. 
Ebrei e Cristiani nell'Italia padana dal tardo Medioevo all'Eta moderna, Florence, 2004, p. 59). 


51) This is attested to by numerous studies by D. Nissim. Among others, particular attention should be 
paid to D. Nissim, Nel quinto centenario delle prime stampe ebraiche (1475-1975) , in "Atti e Memorie 


dell'Academia Patavina di Scienze, Lettere ed Arte, LXXXVI (1975-1976), part III, pp. 43-52; Id., 
Spigolature di bibliografia ebraica, in A. Toaff, Studi sull'ebraismo italiano presentati ad Elio Toaff, 
Rome, 1984; pp: 129-155; Id., I primordi della stampa ebraica nell'Ttalia Settentrionale, cit. 52) The 
hypothesis, sustained by Nissim (Famiglie Rapa e Rapaport nell'Ttalia settentrionale, sec. XV-XVI. Con 
un' appendice sull'origine della Miscellanea Rothschild , in A. Piattelli and M. Silvera, Minhat Yehuda. 
Saggi sull'ebraismo italiano in memoria di Yehuda Nello Pavoncello , Rome, 2001, pp. 190-192), is 
based on the studies of U. Bauer-Eberhardt (Die Rotschild Miscellanea in Jerusalem: Hauptwerke des 
Leonardo Bellini , in "Pantheon", XLII, 1984, pp. 229-237), expressing the opinion that the miniatures 
in Miscellanea Rotschild, currently preserved at the Israel Museum of Jerusalem, were probably 
executed at Venice in Leonardo Bellini's workshop, and perhaps by the same master. But see L. Mortara 
Ottolenghi, The Rotschild Miscellany MS 180/51 of the Israel Musem in Jerusalem. Jewish Patrons and 
Christian Artists , in "Hebrew Studies", British Library Occasional Papers, 13, London, 1991, pp. 149- 
161. In contrast to Bauer-Eberhardt and Nissim, the illustrious Canadian scholar attributes the miniatures 
to the schools of two major Christian artists of Cremona, Bonifacio Bembo and Cristoforo de Predis 
(circa 1460-1480), identifying the client as the Jew Furlano da Cremona, i.e., the banker Mose di 
Consiglio Sacerdoti. According to Nissim, who believes that he has succeeded in identifying the client 
as Salomone di Marcuccio da Piove, a resident of Venice; the reason why the latter's name does not 
appear in the manuscript, where the name of the rabbi Moshe b. Jekutiel Coen Rapa, his protégé, does 
appear, could be explained by Salomone's sudden and mysterious death, occurring in 1475, when the 
code was not yet completed (written communication from D. Nissim dated 11 November 2004). 


52) The hypothesis, sustained by Nissim (Famiglie Rapa e Rapaport nell'Italia settentrionale, sec. XV- 
XVI. Con un' appendice sull'origine della Miscellanea Rothschild, in A. Piattelli and M. Silvera, Minhat 
Yehuda. Saggi sull'ebraismo italiano in memoria di Yehuda NelloPavoncello, Rome, 2001, pp. 190- 
192), is based on the studies of U. Bauer-Eberhardt (Die Rotschild Miscellanea in Jerusalem: 
Hauptwerke des Leonardo Bellini, in "Pantheon", XLII, 1984, pp. 229-237), expressing the opinion that 
the miniatures in Miscellanea Rotschild, currently preserved at the Israel Museum of Jerusalem, were 
probably executed at Venice in Leonardo Bellini's workshop, and perhaps by the same master. But see 
L. Mortara Ottolenghi, The Rotschild Miscellany MS 180/51 of the Israel Musem in Jerusalem. Jewish 
Patrons and Christian Artists, in "Hebrew Studies", British Library Occasional Papers, 13, London, 
1991, pp. 149-161. In contrast to Bauer-Eberhardt and Nissim, the illustrious Canadian scholar attributes 
the miniatures to the schools of two major Christian artists of Cremona, Bonifacio Bembo and 
Cristoforo de Predis (circa 1460-1480), identifying the client as the Jew Furlano da Cremona, i.e., the 
banker Mose di Consiglio Sacerdoti.According to Nissim, who believes that he has succeeded in 
identifying the client as Salomone di Marcuccio da Piove, a resident of Venice; the reason why the 
latter's name does not appear in the manuscript, where the name of the rabbi Moshe b. Jekutiel Coen 
Rapa, his protégé, does appear, could be explained by Salomone's sudden and mysterious death, 
occurring in 1475, when the code was not yet completed (written communication from D. Nissim dated 
11 November 2004). 


53) Cfr. Segre, Cristiani novelli e medici ebrei a Venezia, cit., pp. 388-389. 


54) Cfr. Carpi, L ’individuo e la collettivita, pp. 44-45. 


55) Cfr. Ibidem, p. 39. It is important to note that on 25 March 1470, a few months before David 
Mavrogonato's last voyage, the Serenissima charged Salomone da Piove with effecting, for his account, 
a loan of 100 ducats to Mavrogonato ("David hebreo de Candia"). The money was to be used by the 
Candian government to pay the captain of the galleys of Alexandria (ASV, Collegio, Notatorio, reg. 11, 
68r). Venice's intention was therefore that Mavrogonato should reach Candia, a location to which he 
never retumed -- probably for good reason -- after the first mission. 


56) Salomone da Piove's plan emerges clearly from a petition sent by his son Salamoncino to the 
Consiglio dei Dieci of Venice dated 9 July 1477. On the Venetian conspiracy against Maometo II, see, 
F, Babinger, Ja'acub-Pascha, ein Leibartzt Mehmeds II, Leben und Schicksale des Maestro Jacopo aus 
Gaeta , in "Rivista delgi Studi Orientali", XX VI (1951), pp. 87-113. 


57) The famous family of Wallach di Worms, the members of which were, by medical tradition, has left 
us numerous numerous testimonies, which are particularly far-reaching starting with the early 
Cinquecento. Cfr. Jewish Encyclopedia, New York-London, 1901-1906, s.v. Wallich (WIk). The name 
Valk, Volk, Valke for Falco, Falcone is attested to in the Middle Ages among the Jews of Cologne, 
Nuremberg and Frankfurt (cfr. A. Beider, A Dictionary of Ashkenazic Given Names, Bergenfield, N.J., 
2001, p. 306). 


58) Cfr. Babinger, Ja'aqub-Pascha, cit., pp. 106-107. 


59) Cfr. ibidem, pp. 90-106; B. Lewis, The Privilege Granted by Mehmed II to his Physician, in 
"Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies", XIV (1952), pp. 550-563. 


60) Cfr. Jacoby, Un agent juif, cit., pp. 76-77. 


61) On these events, see Esposito and Qualiglioni, Processi, cit., vol. I, pp. 1-51. Among the defense 
attorneys acting for the Trent defendants was Antonio Capodilista, one of the most illustrious jurists in 
Padua (cfr. ibidem, pp. 447-454). 


62) Cfr. Nissim, I primordi della stampa ebraica nell'Ttalia Settentrionale, cit., pp. 12-13. 


63) "Salomon [Fiirstungar] ivert ad Illustriss. Principem Ducem Austriae [...] et Salomon dixit res male 
succebat, quia persuasum erat Illustriss. Principi quod deberet pati quod iustitia haberet suum locum et 
quod, si volebat quod justitia haberet suum locum, erat necesse quod procedatur contra Judeos 
incarceratos, et hoc ut sciretur an praedicti Judaei incarcerati essent culpabiles vel inculpabiles, et quod 
si reperirentur inculpabiles relaxarentur, et si culpabiles punirentur. Et quo ex ista ratione Illustriss. 
Princips noluerunt mandare quod praedicti Judaei incarcerati relaxarentur". ["Salomon [Fiirstungar] 
turned to the Prince Duke of Autria [...] and Salomon said that things were going very badly, because 
the Illustrious Prince was convinced that justice should be done and that, if he wished justice to be done, 
it was necessary to proceed against the imprisoned Jews, and a determination should be made as to their 


guilt or innocence, and that if they were innocent, they should be released, and that if they were guilty 
they should be punished. And it was for this reason that the Illustrious Prince did not wish to release the 
aforementioned Jews from prison’’]. Cfr. [Benedetto Bonelli], Dissertazione apologetica sul martirio del 
beato Simone da Trent nell'anno MCCCCLXXV dagli ebrei ucciso , Trent, Gianbattista Parone, 1747, p. 
145. Bonelli's research, although often invalidated by anti-Semitic prejudice in its conclusions, is always 
documented and performed with scientific accuracy. See also Divina, Storia del beato Simone da 

Trento , cit., vol. II, pp. 77-94. "Salomone [Fiirstungar] could not be recognized as a Jew because he 
wore a jacket cut in the German manner and a short cloak and had a German-style cap on his head" (cfr. 
ibidem, pp. 92-93). 


64) In 1476, in a document from Verona, Salamoncino's son is referred to as "Salamoncinus quondam 
Salamonis de Plebe" (cfr. Varanini, Appunti per la storia del prestito , cit., p. 627). 


65) On Manno di Aberlino (Mendele b. Abraham), banker at Pavia and one of the most important 
exponents of the Jewish community in the Duchy of Milan, see Sh. Simonsohn, The Jews in the Duchy 
of Milan, Jerusalem, 1982, vol. II, pp. 486, no. 1144 and 534, no. 1267. Manno da Pavia's geneology has 
been reconstructed by Carpi (Notes on the Life of R. Judah Messer Leon, cit., p. 62). The Jews in the 
Ashkenazi community of Northern Italy called Manno da Pavia "uno de' piu ricchi hebrei" [“‘one of the 
richest Jews”’]. 


66) Cfr. Simonsohn, The Jews in the Duchy of Milan, cit., vol. II, pp. 864-865, no. 2078. 


67) In 1476, as shall see below, Manno offered to pay an assassin to kill the bishop of Trent, offering 
him a sum which would have had to be paid to him in part out of the bank in Venice. Cfr. Divina, Storia 
del beato Simone da Trento, cit., vol. II, p. 167. 


68) "Dum ipse Presbyter Paulus esset Papiae, Man Judaeus ibi habibator dedid sibi Presbytero Paulo 
certas litteras, quas deferre debebat Venetias et illas consignare cuidamn Omnibono Judaeo, quae 
litterae, prout Man dixit sibi Presbytero Paulo, continebant istud, videlicet quod Man mittebat ipsum 
Presbyterum Paulum ad Omnibonum ut idem Omnibonus instrueret ipsum [...] de modo venenandi 
praelibatum Reverendissimum D. Episcopum Tridentinum" [Approximately: “When Paolo the priest 
was in Padua, Manno the Jew, who lived there, gave Paolo, the priest, certain letters which he was to 
take to Venice and deliver to a certain Omobono, a Jew. The letters said that Manno was sending Paolo 
to Omobono and that Omobono was to instruct the priest [...] on how best to poison the Most Reverend 
Bishop of Trent’’] 


(cfr. [Bonelli] Dissertazione apologetica, cit., pp. 146-147). 
69) Cfr. Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, cit., vol. II, p. 147. 


70) The records of the Trent trials contain transcriptions, marred by many errors, of a letter in Hebrew, 
signed by Manno da Pavia and addressed to Omobono in the month of March 1476 (“all' esperto medico 


Simcha Bunim Sal di Venezia"). The letter had been confiscated from the priest Paolo da Novara, who 
intended to visit Venice to meet the Jewish physician according to instructions received. The letter 
carried information relating to the forthcoming payment of 90 ducats "nelle mani della persona in 
oggetto" [“into the hands of the person in object”’] (the beneficiary is a Christian), as part payment of an 
agreed sum. The message contains a covert allusion to the delicate mission which the priest from Novara 
intended to undertake, and to Omobono's involvement in the conspiracy against Hinderbach: "Se il 
latore della presente lettera (sc. Paolo da Novara) ti parlara, prestagli ascolto e poi decidi secondo la tua 
intelligenza" [“If the bearer of the present letter speaks to you, pay attention and then decide according 
to your intelligence”] (Archivio di Stato di Trento [henceforth: AST], Archivio Principesco Vescovile, s. 
l., 69, 68). Another letter, preserved in the same compendium, but written in yiddish and dated 5 May 
5236 (=1476) contains confirmation of the physician Omobono di Venezia's major role within 
Ashkenazi society of northern Italy and of the fear which he inspired among the Jews themselves: 
"Sappiate, miei cari che Bunim (Omobono) il medico ci ha portato un invito, che ci obbliga a recarci a 
Padova, perche e lui stesso a convocarsi tutti cola [...], ma qui, grazie a Dio, non abbiamo paura di 

lui" [“Know, my dear friend Bunim (Omobono), the doctor has brought us an invitation, which obliges 
us to go to Padua, because he’s inviting us all there personally [...] but here, thank God, we are not 
afraid of him’’]. 


71) On these events, see Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, cit., vol. II, pp. 146-177. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
SALAMONCINO DA PIOVE DI SACCO, PREDATORY FINANCIER 


Salamoncino da Piove had four sons and a daughter. His family, in addition to managing the ("al Volto 
dei Negri") lending banks of Piove di Sacco and Padua, had major joint interests in other banks 
operating in Verona, Ferrara, Montegnara, Soave, Monselice, Cittadela, Bassano and Badia Polesine and 
was active in the textiles and precious stone trade. A secret and elite clientele, ranging from the Sforza at 
Milan to the Soranzo of Venice (1), came to them for huge sums. Marcuccio, Salomone's first-born son, 
when not operating in Piove si Sacco and Padua (2), supported by his brothers, stayed at Venice to assist 
his father in the company set up with David Mavrogonato, and to take over their functions when they 
accompanied the merchant from Candia in his maritime missions, which were conducted more or less 
secretly. He was in the City of the Lagoons in the autumn of 1466, as well as in the first half of the 
following year; thus, he was there in 1468, at the beginning of 1469, during the imperial visit of 
Friedrich II, and in 1473. 


While Salomone was considered a bold and nonchalant businessman, his first-born, Marcuccio, and 
above all his other son, Salamoncino, darkened his reputation, at least in this respect. Marcuccio was 
famous to all for his overbearing boastfulness. It was said that, in that of Padua, he used to brag of his 
strength, real or presumed, with resounding threats: "There is no Christian who would have had the 
temerity to touch me with one finger, and would not have gotten a good hiding from a couple of well- 
armed ruffians" (3). 


Marcuccio, who lived at Padua "facing the Parenzo or il Volto dei Negri" at least until the end of the 
winter of 1473, made his appearance as an officially approved money lender at Montagnana in 1475. He 
was still to be found in that financial center at the beginning of the summer of 1494, when Bernardino da 
Feltre arrived there to preach. On that occasion, Marcuccio did not hesitate to strut about on the piazza 
with a defiant air 
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where the violent and fiery Friar da Feltre was expected to preach. As a result, Marcuccio was soon 
recognized by a Christian who insulted him, and the whole affair terminated in a sensational brawl, with 
a mutual exchange of fisticuffs, at the culmination of which the infuriated Marcuccio unsheathed his 
dagger threateningly. It is not surprising that he was to find himself imprisoned in the prisons of the 
Republic with relative frequency (4). 


Marcuccio could nevertheless still count on the influential protection of the city of Venice, which 
protection he had inherited, together with the privileges obtained by his father, Salomone da Piove. In 
April 1480, the Council of Ten declared him a fidelis noster civis [loyal citizen] of Venice, under the 
terms of a law approved by the Serenissima at the end of 1463 on the protection of Jewish money 
lenders. We know that his father chose to live in Venice during this same period, and it is not difficult to 
believe that this law was in some way the product of some self-interested initiative (5). 


But it was Salamoncino, his brother, who maintained uncontested primacy in this poorly regulated 
financial sector, where transactions took place with the underworld and the law was only obeyed in 
those rare cases in which its defenders refused large bribes. Salamoncino took over the management of 
the bank at Pivoe di Sacco after 1464, when his father took up a more or less stable residence at Venice 
for the purpose of looking after Mavrogonato’s interests, although -- as we shall see -- he seems to have 
taken up provisional residence at Verona in the years 1470-1480 (6). In 1474, the Duke of Milan ordered 
an inquiry of Salamoncino and his suspected accomplices, all accused of illegal purchasing and selling 
pearls, despite the legal provisions prohibiting Jews from engaging in this trade (7). 


Salamoncino had already experienced serious legal problems. In 1472, two common criminals, Giovanni 
Antonio da Milano and Abbondio da Como, were arrested in Venice under the accusation of importing 
large quantities of counterfeit silver coin from Ferrara and selling it in Venice, earning large profits (8). 
This fraudulent trade was operated through a front operation, a butcher shop owned by a certain Nicola 
Fugazzone, "butcher at Venice", at San Cassian, and a Jewish intermediary, Zaccaria di Isacco, who had 
his provisional residence in Venice, and was responsible to Salamoncino, money lender at Piove di 
Sacco (9). The police authorities succeeded in laying their hands on all members of the gang, and they 
were tried before the judges of the Municipal Avogaria of Venice on 29 May 1472. 
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The two criminals, from Lombardy, Giovanni Antonio and Abbondio, were sentenced to the cruel 
amputation of the right hand, the loss of an eye, a fine of fifty thousand ducats in gold each, and were 
banned in perpetuity from Venice and all the territories of the Republic (10). The sentence was carried 
out publicly on the same day, in the usual place, the Piazza San Marco, between the columns of San 
Marco and San Todaro, where the waters of the lagoon washed the pavement. The butcher, Nicola, and 
one accomplice, Lorenzo Paolo, were condemned to one year's imprisonment, and banned from Venice 
for eight years. Paolo was also fined one hundred ducats (11). The intermediary, Zaccaria, considered 
Salamoncino’s “enforcer”, was sentenced one year's imprisonment, in addition the fine of two hundred 
gold ducats. After serving the sentence, he is said to have been banned from Venice and its territories for 
eight years (12). 


Salamoncino was obviously linked to the shady traffic at both ends: at Ferrara, where his family had a 
bank, and where the counterfeiters operated, sending the counterfeit coins to Venice, via their couriers; 
and at Piove di Sacco, where Salamoncino usually resided, and where the counterfeit coins were usually 
shipped before being distributed to retailers (13). Arrested and subjected to torture, Salamoncino signed 


a confession and admitted that he had earned a profit of ten percent from the trade in counterfeit coin 
(14). The Venetian judges sentenced him to six months imprisonment and the huge fine of three 
thousand gold ducats: two thousand payable to the Arsenal, and the remaining one thousand payable to 
the Avogaria di Comun. Furthermore, the banker from Piove was banned for ten years from Venice and 
the surrounding district, as well as from Padua and the territory of Padua. In the event of violation of the 
ban, the penalty of another year’s imprisonment and a further fine of one thousand gold ducats was 
provided for (15). While, on the one hand, Salamoncino may have more or less voluntarily submitted to 
the fine and perhaps to the imprisonment, at the same time, he is thought to have found a way -- and it is 
not difficult to imagine how -- to evade the ban, at least in part. At the end of the year, he was already 
active again at Soave and Verona; five years later -- as we shall see -- he firmly resumed management of 
the bank at Piove di Sacco and the Volto di Negri bank at Padua (16). 


The wolf had lost a few tufts of fur, but not his teeth. According to records written by the Paduan orator, 
Giolamo Campagnola, in 1480, Salamoncino was then presumably resident at Verona, and once again 
found himself in prison, at the disposition of the Council of Ten, 


p. 38] 


under the accusation of selling clipped and counterfeit coin, a charge which he was able to evade in part 
by shifting the blame onto an accomplice, a miserable brigand from Verona, who ended up at the stake 
(17). 


Salamoninco da Piove, Salamoncino's father, was dead by the beginning of 1477. Maestro Valco, the 
Jewish physician who had received the assignment -- obviously for pay -- of assassinating Mahomet II at 
the behest of the Serenissima, had, in the meantime, returned to Venice, presumably to render account to 
his instigator of the progress of the plot. At Venice, or during the course of his voyage from 
Constantinople, the physician had been informed that Salamoncino was no longer alive. Understandably 
anxious about the continued existence of the mission, but, above all, because he feared for his pay, 
which had been promised by the now-deceased banker, Valco set out to track down Salamoncino, 
returning rapidly to Piove di Sasso. 


At first, Salamoncino was thunderstruck; but, then, examining his father's records, he found clear 
evidence of the contract signed with the homicidal physician in the past. As a practical and alert person, 
Salamoncino was immediately aware that Valco possessed the necessary talents to carry out the 
hazardous mission of assassinating the Great Turk successfully. At the same time, he weighed all the 
potential benefits to be derived from future relations with the government of Venice. At this point, 
Salamoncino did not hesitate to assume responsibility for continuation of his father's commitment from 
both the strategic and financial points of view. On 9 July 1477, he officially informed the Council of Ten 
of his resolution to do so, making it to appear an act of disinterested devotion to the Republic. 
Obviously, in 1470, Salamone da Piove, perhaps inheriting a project initially dreamed up by 
Mavrogonato, suggested that Maestro Valco should carry out the plan "to take the life of the Great 
Turk", by 1480 -- a period of ten years, believed sufficient for the task. Salamoncino, rejoining the ranks 


of the conspiracy, ensured the city of Venice that the task would indeed be carried out during the 
stipulated time period, and that, Mahomet II would meet the death he deserved, at Valco’s hands, in less 
than two and one half years. 


"Maestro Valco, a Jewish physician [...] who returned and, finding the said Salamon (a Jew who kept the 
banco da Pieve) to be dead, turned to Salamoncin, son of the said Salamon, and, having informed him of 
the matter, and Salamon, examining the books, found this to be the case. 
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“Not wishing to be a lesser servant of your most Illustrious Lordship than he who was my father, and 
having learned from the said Maestro Valco, Jewish physician, of that which had happened to the person 
of the Great Turk [...], Salamonzin examined the said Maestro Valco, and having witnessed his courage 
and intelligence and being convinced of his determination, being the slave and servant of your Most 
Illustrious Lordship (18), as was his father, without costing your Most Illustrious Lordship one penny, 
offers to send the said Maestro Valco, with all things requested by the said Valco, at Salamoncin’s own 
expense [...] and is certain that the said Maestro Valco will kill the said Lord Turk by the end of 28 May, 
which matter will be to the glory of this Illustrious State and all Christianity (19)." 


It goes without saying that Salamoncino was not entirely disinterested. In exchange for these services, 
"because, in so doing, he acts in danger of his life, which cannot be repaid with money", if the mission 
ended successfully, Salamoncino, following in Mavrogonato’s footsteps, asked Venice for a few 
privileges, including an annual provision of two thousand florins, the beneficiaries of which are said to 
have included Salamoncino, Maestro Valco and their descendants in perpetuity, the entitlement of 
occupying themselves with some branch of trade ("request that the said Salamoncino and his brothers, 
with their descendants, be permitted to deal in trade in this terrain, as any gentleman may do"), a 
privilege generally prohibited to Jews, and to purchase real property at Venice and its dominions, up to a 
total value of twenty five thousand ducats (20). Salamoncino, who was certainly not lacking in healthy 
doses of impudence, in addition to an uncommon dose of greed, furthermore requested that he be 
permitted to open lending banks modeled on the example of those operating at Mestre, and, in particular, 
one in the much-sought after piazza of the island of Murano ("intending that one of these locations be 
understood to refer to Murano"). He finally requested that he enjoy immunity from any possible future 
bans issued by the Venetian authorities against him personally or any member of his family (21). 


The Council of Ten officially accepted Salamoncino’s petitions, but on the condition that the granting of 
the privileges be subject to the presentation of certain proof of the death of Mahomet II at the hands of 
Maestro Valco. But things turned out differently. In 1480, Mahomet II was still alive, despite the efforts 
of Valco and Simoncino to bring about a contrary state of affairs, while Venice, concerned with the 
pressure of the Turkish armies on its confines, had already signed a 
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peace treaty with the Sublime Porte a year before. The Sultan then terminated his earthly existence in 
1481 — in all probability, as the result of perfectly natural causes. Salamoncino's financial plans and 
those of his family, linked to the ambitious plot, which had failed miserably, therefore appeared 
definitely on the wane. 


Either something or someone had moved the city of Venice to grant the benefits requested by 
Salamoncino, at least in part. In fact, we know that the government of Padua, in 1495, under pressure 
from the weavers' guild, had requested Venice to abrogate the privileges enjoyed by Salamoncino and 
his family at Piove di Sacco and Padua (22). Even more interesting is the confirmation that, much later, 
in 1557, a certain "Salamon, a Jew, a certain Marcuzio, known as ‘da Muran’", was called upon to 
testify in a trial held before the Holy Office at Venice. This Salamon was certainly a descendant of 
Salamone da Piove -- or, to be more exact, a nephew of his son Giacobbe. The fact that he was known as 
the “Jew of Muran” is an indication, not to be undervalued, in support of the hypothesis that the plan to 
open a lending bank on the island of Murano, strongly desired by Salamoncino, had in some way 
succeeded, for reasons unknown to us (23). 


During the second half of the 15th century, the family of Salamone da Piove and the Camposampiero 
was experiencing the ups and downs of the loan market sector at Padua, enjoying undisputed hegemony 
within the local Jewish community (24). It was in 1453, precisely in the palace of Salomone di 
Marcuccio da Cividale (who is later believed to have become the famous Salomone da Piove), at Padua, 
in the Santo Stefano district, that Salomone Levi had taken over the ownership of the bank of 
Camposampiero, thus initiating his fortunate career as a high-ranking banker (25). 


But the unforeseen and disagreeable presence of a certain someone constituted grounds for disturbance 
and concern. After the Jewish banks of Padua were officially closed in 1455, a Swiss Jew appeared in 
the city in the early summer of 1464, not concealing his own intentions and, above all, without having 
asked and obtained the implicit and apparently indispensable authorization of the powerful bankers of 
Piove and Camposampiero. The Swiss Jew was Aronne di Jacob, a Jew from Wil, north of Zurich, a 
short distance from Schaffhausen, on the Rhine, a village located at the boundary between the Swiss 
Confederation and Germany. Aronne had decided to move to the strategic Venetian financial center in 
search of 
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money and fortune, dragging his two brothers, Vita and Benedetto, along with him (26). Furthermore, 
around 1471, just as other Jewish bankers had already done in the district, in 1468, Aronne obtained 
authorization to carry on activity as approved lender at Padua, three days in the week, ultimately freeing 
himself this de facto restriction. He thus began to operate the bank "del Duomo" with undeniable 
success, despite the powerful cartel of his adversaries (27). 


It should not surprise us that in the spring of 1472, an anonymous denunciation, easily attributable to the 
entourage of bankers of Piove and Camposampiero, noted that Aronne's bank, against all the regulations, 


had kept its doors open on Sunday, in open violation of the Christian religion (28). In the summer of 
1473, Salomone da Piove, in a dispute with Mattia, lender of the Paduan bank of San Lorenzo, appointed 
as arbiter a friend of the family, i.e., Jacob, the son of Salomone da Campsosampiero. Representing the 
adverse party was Aronne, who did not bother to conceal his own enmity towards the powerful bankers 
of Piove and Camposampiero (29). 


A few years later, in 1476, the Swiss Jew saw himself compelled to sell the two banks owned by him, 
the "del Duomo" bank at Padua and the bank at Monselice, to Abramo di Bonaventura, a Jew of 
Ashkenazi origin from Ulm, Germany (30). Abramo hastened to fall in line with the Paduan cartel of 
Jewish bankers, particularly, Jacob, Salomone di Padova’s son, and Simone, Salomone da 
Camposampiero’s son, who already controlled the two most important banks in the town center of Padua 
-- the “al Volto dei Negri” bank and the bank of San Lorenzo -- since 1472. Exactly who formed of this 
powerful cartel emerges clearly from the negotiations between the Republic of Venice and the Paduan 
Jewish bankers in 1486, including Jacob da Piove, Simone da Composampiero, Abramo da Ulm and 
Isacchetto Finzi (31). 


Aronne appears not to have been very successful in the difficult business of lending money at interest, 
both at Padua and Monselice. Obstacles were placed in his way on many occasions, and it was a 
consolation to him that he had not been broken or killed. Aronne had already restricted his activity to 
that of “rag paper making” as early as 1473 (32); a few years later, he attempted to invest the modest 
sums he had been able to scrape together from the sale of his bank in a safe manner. Aronne, the Swiss 
Jew from Wil, had arrived at Padua as an outsider, bold and without resources, at least in the eyes of 
Piove and Camposampiero. Salomone da Piove’s 
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impatient and fiery sons had their pockets full and were waiting for Aronne to hit bottom. 


In 1481, Salamoncino da Piove dreamed up a colossal swindle -- this time to the detriment of other Jews 
-- to rake in money by the wheelbarrow full. In cahoots with David di Anselmo, known as “David 
Schwab’, he secretly decided to transfer the savings invested by Paduan Jews in the Bank at Soave, to 
bank at Piove di Sacco, owned by David di Anselmo. These savings amounted to a huge sum, as much 
as 1,500 ducats in gold, belonging to Paduan Jews, from the lower middle classes, mostly small 
investors and savers. The victims of the inevitable, deliberate, collapse of the Banco di Soave included 
rabbis, students, widows and other poor people, among them the unfortunate Aronne da Wil, who had 
deposited the money collected from the sale of his banks there in 1476. Aronne, acting on behalf of the 
other victims of the fraud as well, had the Banco di Soave agent -- Jacob di Lazzaro — arrested; this same 
agent was still in jail at the end of 1485, when he finally succeeded in obtaining his release, after 
withdrawing part of the money earlier stolen via Salamoncino’s bank and returning it to Aronne (33). 
But he was obviously the smallest fish of the lot. 


“David Schwab” went bankrupt "with his pockets full", in an artful financial crash thought up in league 
with the negligent bankers of Piove, who had gotten their hands on a notable slice of the money 


embezzled from the tills of the Banco di Soave. But Schwab was pursued by a religious interdict 
(cherem), pregnant with consequences, handed down against him by Rabbi Anshel (Asher) Enschkin, 
who had lost more than a thousand ducats entrusted to him for investment by persons of modest wealth. 
Enschkin publicly unmasked Schwab, who had declared bankruptcy "notwithstanding the fact that he 
still had all the money". The religious condemnation handed down by Enschkin, was approved and 
subscribed by some of the most influential rabbis of Germany (34). 


Nor did Aronne da Wil intend to stop attempting to bring an action directly against Salamoncino da 
Piove and his Paduan accomplices. In the spring of 1481, the two contending parties, by common 
accord, decided to submit to the arbitration of two Jews of German origin, residents of the region of 
Padua. The two arbitrators were the rabbis Isach Ingdam and Viviano da Vacheron, residents of the 
Duomo and San Cancian districts, at Padua, respectively (35). Obviously the final award, expressed in 
accord with the legal system in use at Venice, was far from satisfactory 
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to Salamoncino, who was, on several occasions during the following years, obliged to face his 
exasperating and implacable rival in court. In the end, the Piove di Sacco banker lost his patience -- 
which he must not have possessed in excessive doses -- and decided to take the law into his own hands, 
freeing himself from what he now considered an enemy to be eliminated. 


In the winter of 1487, Salamoncino sent a hired killer to Venice, where Aronne was staying at that time, 
with the assignment of getting rid of Aronne without a trace. In a night in January Isaia Teutonico, 
known as Salamoncino’s servant and bodyguard, attacked the impoverished Aronne from behind, just as 
Aronne was leaving the Jewish hospice at San Polo, before he could reach his son-in-law’s home, a few 
islands away. Aronne was struck on the head with an edged weapon and left to die, on the ground, ina 
pool of blood (36). 


Aronne, despite a serious head wound and skull fracture, survived the attack, and later denounced his 
unknown aggressor. A reward was immediately placed on the attacker’s head, and his identity was quite 
soon discovered by the police authorities (37). On 22 May 1488, the would-be killer, Isaia, who had, in 
the meantime, prudently taken flight, was tried in absentia and banned in perpetuity from Venice and its 
territories. If he was captured, he was to suffer a particularly cruel fate: dragged to the scene of the 
crime, he was to lose his right hand, after which, with his own hand appended to his neck, he was to be 
conducted to the Piazza San Marco and publicly beheaded between the two usual columns (38). 


Once the attacker was identified, it was child’s play for the Venetian city authorities to identify the 
instigator, the unscrupulous businessman from Piove di Sacco, who had already served more than one 
term in the prisons of the Republic. Finding himself unmasked, Salamoncino spontaneously appeared at 
the Public Prosecutor’s office, admitting to commissioning the crime and paying the killer to commit it. 
He then excused himself by saying that the victim had never ceased importuning him, dragging him 
through one long, exhausting judicial dispute after another until, driven to his wits’ end, he had decided 
to free himself from the intolerable nuisance once and for all (39). Salamoncino got off with a relatively 


mild sentence, which is not surprising in view of the type of relationship linking him, more or less 
obviously and officially, with the Venetian authorities. In the end, he was sentenced to six months 
imprison, in commutation of which he would be banned from Venice 
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and its territories for four years, in addition to the payment of a fine of two hundred gold ducats, to be 
paid partly to the Hospital of Piety (40) . 


But Salamoncino was back at work as early as one year later, in 1489, managing his network of banks, 
at Piove di Sacco and Padua (41). In 1495, the municipality of Padua petitioned the Republic of Venice 
to revoke the chapters of the loan granted to Salamoncino as well as all related privileges (42). But 
Venice refused. As mentioned by Marin Sanudo in his Diaries, in 1499, "Salamonsin de Piove de Sacho" 
was one of the Jewish bankers engaged in negotiations with Venice for the concession of the huge sum 
of fifteen thousand ducats, to be pledged by the Republic "in the Turkish matters", i.e., the war effort 
against the Sublime Porte (43). Salamoncino -- who had intended to remain at Piove di Sacco at least 
until 1504, according to Sanudo -- was definitively expelled from the city of Venice one year later, 
allowing the city to breathe one last sigh of relief. Salamoncino’s memory, ambiguous and disturbing, 
was then lost in the mists of the lagoons of Venice. 


NOTES TO CHAPTER TWO 


1.Cfr. D. Carpi, L’individuo e la collettivita. Saggi di storia degli ebrei a Padova e nel Veneto nell'eta 
del Rinascimento, Florence, 2002, pp. 39, 48. 


2. On the activities of Marcuccio at Padova and Piove di Sacco, cfr ibidem, pp. 45-50. 


3. Girolamo Campagnola da Padova, in an unpublished oration, written after 1480 in celebration of the 
martyrdom of Simone da Trento and of Sebastiano Novello at Portobuffolé, recalled Marcuccio’s 
exasperating arrogance, at that time a money lender at Montagnana: "Quis Marcutio fratre (Salamoncini 
hebraeo), etiam carcere concluso, audacior et insolentior unquam fuit? Ille mihi ait: scias, velim, 
Christiani nominis esse neminem, qui mihi digiti, ut ajunt, offensiunculam faciat, quin alteram duorum 
sibi lacertorum non reddam" [Approximately: “Is there anybody more audacious and impudent than 
Marcuccio, the brother of Salmoncino the Jew, who spends half his time in jail? He told me, look, no 
Christian would dare do me any offense, without getting a good beating from two of his henchmen” 
(cfr. [Benedetto Bonelli], Dissertazione apologetica sul martirio del beato Simone da Trento nell'anno 
MCCCCLXXV dagli ebrei ucciso, Trent, Grianbattista Parone, 1747, pp. 280-281). 


4. On 27 February 1473 Marcuccio, at that time a resident of Padua, together with his brother 
Salomoninco and their father Salomone da Piove, were denounced for calumny and embezzlement by a 


law student at the Studio (ASP, Notarile, Luca Talmazzo, 253, cc. 252r-254r). On his long residence in 
Montagnara, documented since 1475, his activity as an approved money lender and the events linked to 
the visit of Bernardino da Feltre, see, in particular, V. Meneghin, Bernardino da Feltre e I Monti di 
Pieta, Vicenza, 1974, pp. 489-502. 


5. ASV, Consiglio dei Dieci, Lettere, file 2 (1476-1483). The heads of the Consiglio called Marcuccio 
"fidelis noster civis Marcuonus (recte: Marcutius) ebreus quondam Salomonis de 

Plebesaccii" [“Marcuccio, loyal citizen of our city, (son of) the late Salamone di Plebe di Sacco”’] , then 
a resident of Montagnana. The privileges Marcuccio enjoyed, and his father as well, constituted an 
extension of those granted by Venice to David Mavrogonato and his family in the past. The Doge, in a 
letter to the rulers of Candia in 1532, referring to Meir Mavrogonato, a descendent of David, 
recommended the application in his regard of the privileges which he enjoyed, "essendo trattato come li 
cittadini Venetiani nelle datiii et alter fattioni, et esento lui et figlioli dell'angarie che fanno |'Hebrei, 
secondo la forma delli soi privilegge" [“‘being treated like the citizens of Venice in all respects, and free 
of the annoyances suffered by Jews, according to the manner of their privileges”’] (cfr. D. Jacoby, On the 
Status of Jews in the Venetian Colonies in the Middle Ages, in "Zion", XXVIII, 1963, pp. 57-69 [in 
Hebrew]. 


6. On Salamoncino’s mercantile and financial activity at Piove di Sacco, Padova and Verona, see D. 
Jocoby, New Evidence on Jewish Bankers in Venice and the Venetian Terraferma (c. 1450-1550) , in A. 
Toaff and Sh. Schwarzfuchs, The Mediterranean and the Jews. Banking, Finance and International 
Trade (XVI-XVIII Centuries), Ramat Gan, 1989, pp. 155-156; Capri, L ’individuo e la collettivita, cit., 
pp. 54-58; G.M. Varanini, Appunti per la storia del prestito e dell'insediamento ebraico a Verona nel 
Quattrocento, in G. Cozzi, Gli ebrei e Venezia (secoli XIV-XVIII), Milan, 1987, p. 621. 


7. Cfr. Sh. Simonsohn, The Jews in the Duchy of Milan, Jerusalem, 1982, vol. I, p. 633, no. 1538. The 
document is dated: Lonate, 30 October 1474. 


8. ASV, Avogaria di Comun, Raspe, 3653 (II), cc. 8v-9r (29 May 1472). I wish to express my sincere 
thanks to Dr. Rachele Scuro for her invaluable assistance in transcribing the documents and my friend 
Reiny Mueller of Venice for his archiving tips, which were always illuminating. "Joannes Antonius de 
Mediolano et Abundius de Cumis [...] confessi fuerunt se pluries conduxisse e Farraria Venetias multam 
quantitatem monetarum argenti falsarum verum grossestos et grossones ad similitudinem stampe 
Dominii Nostri, quas monetas scienter accipiebant a fabricatoribus illarum et illas, reductas Venetias, 
dispensabant diversis personis, a quibus habebant ad incontrum ducatos auri et argenti cum certa sua 
utilitate". On the crisis of May 1472 and the "monetary war" being waged between Venice and Milan, 
see, in particular, R.C. Mueller, L'imperialismo monetario veneziano nel Quattrocento, in "Societa et 
Storia", VIII (1980), pp. 227-297 (292-294); Id., Guerra monetaria fra Venezia e Milano nel 
Quattrocento , in La Zecca di Milano, Records of the Congress, Milan, May 1983, pp. 341-355. 


9. ASV, Avogaria di Comun, Raspe, 3653 (II), c. 9rv (29 May 1472): "Nicolaus Fugaconus, becharius 
de Veneciis et socii quos processum fuit [...] pro eo quod etiam ipse habuit commertium cum Abundio 


infrascripto, conductore monetarum falsum, a quo recepit satis bonam quantitatem dictarum falsarum 
pecuniarium, cum utilitate .XIII pro centenario, et fuit medius ad faciendum quod Salamoncinus 
supascriptus haberet de dictis monetis cum infrascripto Zacharia, etiam judeo [...] quod procedatur 
contra Nicolaus Fugaconus, Laurentium Paulo et Zachariam iudeum qui, spiritu avaritie ducti, scienter 
acceptaverunt, cum certa utilitate, monetas argenti falsas ex Ferraria Venetias conductas, illas 
dispensando pro bonis". 


10. ASV, Avogaria di Comun, Raspe, 3653 (II), cc. 8v-9r (29 May 1472): [...] quod Johannes Antonius 
infrasciptus hodie postprandium hora solita conducatur in medio duarum colunnarum, ubi per ministrum 
iustitie sibi ascindatur manus dextera et eruatur unus oculus et solvat ducatos quingentos auri [...] et 
postea banniatur perpetuo de Venetiis et de omnibus terris et locis Dominii Nostrii, tam a parte terre 
quam maris [...] et quod iste Abondius hodie post prandium hora solita conducatur in medio duarum 
colunnarum, ubi per ministrum iustitie ascindatur manus dextera eruatur unus oculus et solvat ducatos. 
Vc. Auri [...] et postea banniatur perpetuo de Venetiis et de omnibus terris Dominii Nostri, tam a parte 
terre quam maris”. 


11. ASV, Avogaria di Comun, Rapse, 3653 (II), c. 9v: "[...] quod iste Nicolaus Fugaconus compleat 
annum in carcere et deinde banniatur per annos octo de Venetiis et districtu [...] et quod banchum 
becharie reservetur, et Laurentius Paulo compleat annum unum in carcere et solvat ducatos centum 
Advocatoribus et deinde banniatur per annos octo de Venetiis et districtu". 


12. ASV, Avogaria di Comun, Raspe, 3653 (II), c. 9v: "Zacharias iudeus quondam Isahac, hospes in 
Venetiis, compleat annum unum in carcere et solvat ducatos ducentos auri [...] et deinde banniatur per 
annos octo de Venetiis et districtu". 


13. Salomone di Marcuccio da Piove and his children were the proprietors of the "Banco dei Carri" on 
the town square of Ferrara in 1473 (cfr. P. Norsa, Una famiglia di banchieri: la famiglia Norsa, 1350- 
1950, Napoli, 1953, p. 15). 


14. ASV, Avogaria di Comun, Raspe, 3653 (II), c. 9r (c. 114r of the modern pencil numeration at the 
bottom of the page, 29 May 1472): "Salamoncinus Salamonis, hebreus de Prebesacci, contra quem fuit 
et est processum [...] quod spiritu avaritie ductus, non contentus de usuris [...] scienter se inmiscuit in 
acceptando et dispensando de monetis falsis, cum utilitate ducatorum .x pro centenario, sicut ad torturam 
confessum est". 


15. The Trial "contra Salamoncinum filium Salomonis fenetoris in Plebesacci" concluded with the 
sentence "quod iste Salamoncinus stet menses sex in carceribus clausus, et solvat ducatis duomille 
nostro arsenatui et mille Advocatoribus nostris, qui dent quantum accusatori, et non incipiat tempus 
carceris nisi cum integritate persolverit et deinde banniatur per annos decem de Venetiis et districtus et 
Padua et territorio paduano, et si tempore banni contrafecerit stet anno in carcere et solvat ducatos mille 
et iterum remittatur ad bannum et sic publicetur in schalis Rivoalti". Salomone, his father, being 
compelled to take over the management of the Banco di Piove di Sacco, on 16 July 1472 conferred the 


position upon Moise di Elyakim de Alemannia for the duration of ten years (cfr Carpi, L'individuo e la 
collettivita, cit., p. 40). Salomone, who is thought to have passed on to a better life before 1476, truly 
could not have imagined that five years later, in 1477, Salamoncino would already have returned to 
Piove. 


16. Cfr. Carpi, L ’individuo e la collettivitd, cit., pp. 47, 55. 


17. "Fama est Salamoncinum hebreum, decem Virorum issu, in vinculis in presentarium detentum, cum 
adulterinae monetae majestatis crimine alias damnatus esset. Ut se ab exitio per Christiani hominis 
pernicem liberaret, pauperem quendam Veronensem ad cudendam monetam circumvenisse; ab eo 
postmodo accusatum flammarum subisse supplicium; utque alterum civem ab se furti crimine accusatum 
in exilium compelleret, quidquid fide dignis testibus ostendere non valuit, magicis artibus conjectari, 
indiciarique curasse; quibus corvum humanam emisse vocem, ipsumque furem nominasse 

fertur" ([Bonelli], Dissertazione apologetica, cit., pp. 280-281). This quotation, together with the fact 
that the manuscript oration of Girolamo Campagnola is preserved at Verona, seems to confirm the 
arguments put forth by Varanini (Appunti per la storia del prestito, cit., p. 621) that Salamoncino was 
residing in Verona more or less permanently around 1470- 1480. 


18. The expression may refer to the role of “Hofsklaven”, assigned to the Jews under the Germanic 
Empire. 


19. Salamoncino da Piove's petition to the Consiglio dei Dieci, dated 9 July 1477, has been published in 
its entirety in F. Babinger, Ja'aqub- Pascha, ein Leibarzt Mehmeds II, Leben und Schicksale des 
Maestros Jacopo aus Gaeta , in "Rivista degli Studi Orientali", XX VI (1951), pp. 196-197. Similar 
privileges are said to have been requested by Salamoncino's brother, Fays, from Francesco II Gonzaga in 
1495 (cfr. E. Castelli, I banchi feneratizi ebraici nel mantovano, 1386-1808, Mantua, 1959, p. 215). 


20. This would have had to have been in obvious derogation from the law of 1423, otherwise rigid 
relating to the landed property of the Jews (cfr. R.C. Mueller, Les préteurs juifs de Venise au Moyen 
Age, in "Annales ESC", XXX, 1975, p. 1302, no. 96). 


21. Cfr. Jacoby, New Evidence on Jewish Bankers in Venice, cit., pp. 156-157; Carpi, L'individuo e la 
collettivita, cit., pp. 54-55. 


22. Cfr. Jacoby, New Evidence of Jewish Bankers in Venice, cit., pp. 156-157; Carpi, L'individua e la 
collettivitd, cit., p. 55. 


23. Cfr. P.C. Ioly Zorattini, Processi del S. Uffizio contro ebrei e giudaizzanti. I: 1560-1560 , Florence, 
1980, pp. 270-272. 


24. Cfr. Jacoby, New Evidence on Jewish Bankers in Venice, cit., pp. 151-178; Carpi, L ’individuo e la 
collettivita, cit., pp. 27-110. 


25. Cfr. Carpi, L ’individuo e la collettivita, cit., p. 61. 


26. On 27 March 1466, Aronne di Jacob signed a postal service agreement with a porter from Padua, 
who was to look after his epistolary relationships with his father-in-law and brother-in-law, both of them 
resident at Wil (Vil), in Switzerland (ASP, Notarile, Giacomo Bono, 216, c. 51r). As early in 1464 (14 
June) Aronne was a resident of Padua, in the district of San Cancian, lending money at interest, 
benefiting from the banking services at Piove di Sacco (ASP, Notarile, Francesco Giusto senior, 1591, c. 
384r). 


27. Cfr. D. Carpi, The Jews of Padua During the Renaissance (1369-1509), a doctoral thesis written in 
Jerusalem in 1967, p. 193. For the money lending activity carried on by Aronne at Padua, probably 
without official approval, in the past years, see ASP, Notarile, Nicolo Brutto, 3117, c. 414r (10 June 
1465); Notarile, Giannantonio da Mirano, 2681, c. 214v (30 June 1466). Alessandro di Jacob was 
associated with the three brothers, Aronne, Vita and Benedetto da Wil, in the affairs of the Banco del 
Duomo at Padua and the other bank at Monselice, also under his ownership. 


28. Cfr. Carip, The Jews of Padua, cit., p. 193. 


29. On this controversy, see Carpi, L ’individuo e la collettivita, cit., p. 48. Aronne had already had a 
dispute with Salomone "hebreus fenerans in Plebe Sacci", but had in some way reached a settlement 
("dictus Aron et dictus Salomon, nolentes ire per litigia sed parcere litibus et expensis, devenerunt ad 
compositionem"). See ASP, Notarile, Francesco Giusti senior, 1591, c. 384r. (14 June 1464). 


30. "Abram qm magistri Bonaventure ab Ulmo, hebreus fenerator Padue in contrata Domi, habens loco 
Ixep Sacerdotis et Aronis qm Jacob hebreorum ad fenerandum in Padua et Montselice, ut constat 
ducalibus datis die XVI augusti MCCCCLX XVI" (ASP, Notarile, Francesco Fabrizio, 2917, c. 271r). 
Abramo da Ulm was the father-in-law of that Abba del Medigo di Candia of whom we will have 
occasion to speak at length in the next chapter. 


31. Cfr. Capri, L ’individuo e la collettivita, cit., p. 47, 53. 


32. As early as 23 February 1473 Aronne appears as a "strazzarolo in contra’ San Cancian" [“rag-paper 
maker in the San Cancian district’’] at Padua (ASP, Notarile, Luca Talmazzo, 253, c. 251r). 


33. On the fraudulent insolvency of the Banco di Soave and the arrest of Jacob, David Schwab's factor, 
see ASP, Notarile, Ambrogio da Rudena, 779, c. 460r (3 November 1485). Jacob delivered 155 gold 
ducats to Aronne "existentes penes Salabmonzium hebreum de Plebe [...] quos denarios dictus Jacob 
affirmavit fuisse et esse dictorum bonorum intromissum ad dictum banchum Suapsis". As early as 1470, 
Aronne da Wil, turning to the Paduan tax authorities, asserted that he had operated mostly for the 
accounts of other savers: "io non trafego del mio altro che liere octozente [= 800 lire], e de questo, 
piasendo ale spectabilita vostre, sempre me ne faro fede de questo, ma io trafego robe de diversi 


zodii" (ASP, Estimo 1418, 92, c. 14r). 


34. In this regard, see J. Hutner, Quattro responsi rituali relativi ad un rabbino che aveva emesso un 
interdetto religioso che colpiva colui che lo aveva defraudato , in Memoriale Volume in Honor of Rabbi 
J.B. Zolti, Jerusalem, 1987, pp. 256-263 (in Hebrew). 


35. "Haron ebreus qm Jacob, habitator in contrata Domi, parte una, et Jacob qm Salamonis de Plebe, suo 
nomine et Fais et Salamonis (i.e.: Salamoncini) fratrum, Isachetus qm Consilii de contrata Strate, 
Enselmus filius quibuscumque differentiis existentibus inter dictas partes se compromiserunt in 
magistrum Isach Ingdam hebreum, habitatorem in contrata Domi elledum pro parte dicti Haron, et in 
magistrum Vivianum de Vaischoron de contrata S. Canciani, electum per superscriptos Jacob et socios, 
secundum morem, leges et stillum alme civitas Veneciarum" (ASP, Notarile, Luca Talmazzo, 251, c. 
o8r. (10 May 1481). 


36. ASV, Avogaria di Comun, Raspe, 3656 (II), c. 72r. (22 May 1488). "Isaas iudeus theothonicus, 
solitus esse famulus Salamoncini iudei de Plebesacci, absens, contra quem processum fuit [...] coram 
officium suum in consilio prefatorum dominorum Advocatorum comunis cum gravissima querella 
comparuisse Aron quondam Jacob iudeus et exposuisset quod quodam siro, circa prima in secunda 
horam noctis, dum veniret ab hospitio iudeorum de contracta sanctii Pauli et iret ad domum Jacob iudei, 
generi sui, parum procul ab ipso hospitio, fuerit a quodam incognito proditorie a parte posteriori cum 
uno case percussus et vulneratus una percussione de taleo supra caput cum maxima effusione sanquinis 
et fracturam longa[m] per unum digitum, pro quo quidem delicto petebat iustitiam administrari". 


37. "[...] et tandem posita est et capita fuit pars de talea sub die xxi aprilis proxima et consequentis 
publicata in schalis Rivoalti, cuius vertute data noticia officio prefatorum dominorum Advocatorum 
quod dictus Isayas fuerit et est ille qui tale maleficium commisit gratia et ad instantiam infrascripti 
Salamoncini [...] et sic captum fuit quod ipse Isayas retinetur [...] Fuit itaque proclamatus in schalis 
Rivoalti ad se defenderum cum termine dierum octo, qui dum non comparuisset, immo in sua 
contumacia perseverasset, fuit absens". 


38. "[...] quod procedatur contra Isayam teothonicum iudeum, alias solitum esse famulum Salamoncini 
iudei de Plebesacci, absentem sed legitime citatum super schalis Rivoalti, ex eo quod, ad instantium dicti 
Salamoncini, de mense januarii 1486 [= 1487] tempore noctis, percussit Aronem iudeum proditorie una 
percussione de taleo super capite, cum incisione et effusione sanguine ac offensione ossis [...] et captum 
fuit quod iste Isayas sit bannitus perpetuo de Venetiis et districtus et de aliis terris et locis Nostri 
Dominii ad confinia furum, et si quo tempore contrafecerit banno et captus fuerit, conducatur ad locum 
delicti commissi ubi sibi manus dextera amputetur et deinde, cum ea appensa ad collum, conducatur in 
medio duarum collunnarum ubi sibi caput a spatulis amputetur sic quod moriatur". 


39. ASV, Avogaria di Comun, Raspe, 3536 (II), c. 72rv (c. 179rv according to the modern numbering in 
pencil on a paper label (23 May 1488). "Salamoncinus quondam Salamonis, iudeus de Plebesacci, contra 
quem processum fuit [...] super casu infrascriptis insultis et vulneris, illatis in personam infrascripti 


Aronis [...] venit ad officium advocarie se ipsum manifestavit et quomodo ipse erat in societate euisdem 
Isaie supscrascripti, ut quod eius Salamoncini causa motus ipsum taliter vulneravetur [...] quia sepius et 
continue fuerat molestatus Salamoncinus ipse in litibus ab ipso Arone". 


AO. "[...] quod dictus Salamoncinus, iam prope ea retentus, bene retentus remaneat [...] et quod 
procedatur contra Salamoncinum quondam Salamonis de Plebisacci iudei, qui fuit mandator et auctor 
dicte percussionis [...] captum fuit quod ipse Salamoncinus complere debeat menses sex in carceribus 
clausus, solvat ducatos ducentos auri, quorum centum sint hospitali Pietatis, alii verum centum sint 
Advocatorum comunis, sit postea bannitus per annos quatuor". 


41. In the summer of 1490, Salamoncino invested capital in the Banco dei Finzi at Rovigo (cfr. E. 
Traniello, Gli ebrei e le piccole citta. Economia e societa nel Polesine del Quattrocento , Rovigo, 2004, 
pp. 116-117). 


42. Cfr. Jacoby, New Evidence on Jewish Bankers in Venice, cit., pp. 156-157; Carpi, L'individuo e la 
collettivita, cit., p. 58. On 11 February 1495, a legal dispute was recorded between the municipality of 
Piove di Sacco and "Salamoncinus, hebreus phoenerans in hoc loc Plebiscacci”. The document 
summarizes the clauses of the items for the loan, granted in a timely fashion by the community to 
Salamoncino, including that of being able to accept any type of pledge as security for loans, with the 
exception of objects of worship of the Christian religion ("[...] per formam capitulorum concessum est 
ipsi Salamoncino libere praestari super quocumque pignore indifferenter, exceptis crucibus et calcibus, 
sive rebus ecclesiasticus sacratis, tamquam phoenerator publicus"). Cfr. P. Plinton, Codice Diplomatico 
Saccense, Rome, 1894, no. 552. 


43. Marin Sanudo, I diarii, by R. Fulin et al., Venice, 1879-1903, II, column 42 (22 May 1499), III, 
column 803 (1500). 
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CHAPTER THREE 
ASHER, THE BEARDED JEW (1475) 


Master Tobias da Magdeburg, the physician from Trent, who reached Venice in February 1469 during 
Friedrich III’s visit, had other information to be supplied to the judges investigating the death of little 
Simon. His news was disturbing, linking the German Jews, reaching Venice in the Emperor’s train, with 
the personage of the Candian merchant, David Mavrogonato, and his mysterious dealings. 


It seems that Mavrogonato, for the occasion of the imperial visit, had brought with him, perhaps from 
Cyprus, a large consignment of sugar and blood to be peddled on the Venetian piazza. These were 
expensive ingredients, indispensable to the preparation of medications and unguents considered of 
certain effectiveness and of great advantage by the pharmacopoeia of the time, and it is not to be 
marveled at that the shrewd merchant from Candia intended to offer them for sale at Venice, where all 
the Jewish physicians, surgeons, herb alchemists, and specialists, both Christians and Jews, had agreed 
to meet on that occasion, attracted by the prospect of a flattering and profitable imperial recognition. 
But, according to Maestro Tobias, those German Jews who turned to Mavrogonato in great numbers -- 
known by them as the "Jew with the sugar" -- to acquire the precious goods he had for sale, were, in fact, 
seeking to purchase Christian blood, and, in particular, the blood of Christian children, for use, not only 
in the preparation of costly and miraculous medications, but in obscure magical and religious rites as 
well (1). David Mavrogonato had no intention of dirtying his hands directly in negotiations of this kind, 
but used, as a go-between, an unscrupulous local charlatan, a certain Hossar (or Osser, which rendered 
in the Ashkenazi pronunciation the name Asher, corresponding to the Italian Anselmo). This Jew, from 
Cologne, was known all over Venice as "the Jew with the beard" (2). 


p. 46] 


The name of this Hossar, dedicated to shady dealings between Venice and the cities of the mainland and 
linked twofold to Mavrogonato, appears in the depositions of another important personality in the Trent 
trials. Israel, son of Mayer (Meir) of Brandenburg in Saxony, was a young man twenty three years old, 
itinerant artist by profession, earned his money as a miniaturist, and, in the case in question, a binder of 
manuscripts and Hebraic and Latin codes. He, too, was arrested in 1475 in Trent under the accusation of 
complicity in the killing of little Simon. He was to prove a bold and shrewd double-dealer, agreeing in 
appearance to convert to Christianity and assume the new name of Wolfgang, not just to save himself 
from a certain and cruel condemnation to death, but above all, camouflaged by conversion, to assist the 
Jewish women accused and arrested for the crime, obtaining their release or facilitating their escape (3). 
Once discovered and unmasked, he was publicly executed in January of 1476. His body, broken on the 
wheel, was to be left at the place of execution, a spectacle for public mockery and a feast for animals. 


Israel Wolfgang had informed the judges at Trent that he had been Salamone da Piove di Sacco’s guest 
in the spring of 1471, for the Passover dinner, with the participation of the banker’s sons, David 
Mavrogonato’s business associates, and their respective families. The patron of the house was said to 
have made use of dried and pulverized blood for ritual purposes, as was the custom among German 
Jews, dissolving it in the wine and kneading into the unleavened bread. Under these circumstances, 
Salomon's son, Salamoncino, in the presence of the brother Marcuccio, is said to have informed young 
Israel that the blood, probably extracted from the veins of a Christian child, had been supplied "by a 
Jewish merchant, who had brought it from overseas, perhaps from the island of Cyprus", alluding, by 
means of this periphrasis [circumlocution], to Mavrogonato (4). What is more, Salamoncino confirmed 
that the go-between in those sales was, as usual, Hossar, or Asher, whose business it was to sell blood 
from Venice to the other centers of the Republic in which there were active Jewish communities. 


The famous money lender Salomone di Lazzaro "from Germany", active at Crema and Cremona, was 
also an assiduous client of this itinerant wanderer (5). 


Wolfgang knew Hossar personally, and visited Hossar in prison near the Ponte di Paglia in Venice, 
where he was detained for attempting to sell "alchemical silver", i.e., counterfeit money. The reasons for 
this strange visit are not 
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clear, nor did Wolfgang bother to explain. Perhaps it would not be too far from the truth to think that he 
intended to supply himself with powdered gold and silver at advantageous prices from the capable and 
expert dealer which Hossar was reputed to be, for use in miniatures of any codes which he might be 
commissioned to paint by rich and influential persons. This might explain the presence of the 
enterprising artist at Piove di Sacco, in Salamone’s house, whose table would otherwise be inaccessible 
to a young man of low rank and without resources, like him. 


Wolfgang had furthermore come into contact with Hossar before, and knew that that alchemist of 
dubious reputation lived near the Rialto, in the direction of Mestre, and might be about forty years old, 
dressed in black and wearing a beard of the same color. At Venice, Hossar was known by boys as "the 
Jew with the beard". Hossar had a brother, some years older than he, called Big Salamoncino, due to his 
stature, and perhaps to distinguish him from Salamoncino da Piove, whose presence in the heart of the 
Jewish community of Venice and at the official ceremonies in the synagogue must have been frequent. 
According to Wolfgang, who made his depositions before the judges of Trent in November 1475, 
Hossar-Anselmo, "the Jew with the beard", had died about six months before, perhaps in prison (6). 


The information supplied by Israel Wolfgang of Brandenburg in his testimony is exactly, and very many 
ways, surprisingly, confirmed by the archive documents. Hossar-Asher "with the beard" (Anselmus 
judeus a barba) was in fact tried at Venice on 3 September 1473 on an accusation of selling two bars of 
false gold, i.e., silver covered with a foil of gold powder, to an artisan in that city, after having extorted a 
fraudulent official registration from the essayer of Rialto, responsible for the stamping and weighing of 


gold (7). Hossar "with the beard" was sentenced to six months in prison and stricken from the registry of 
bulk gold and silver dealers at Venice (8). He was also said to have been compelled to compensate the 
victim of the swindle for the economic harm done, before serving his term of imprisonment. 


Strangely, the clauses of the sentence hint at the eventuality of an escape from prison by the Cologne- 
born Jewish alchemist, or his death in prison (9). In effect, as reported by Israel Wolfgang to the judges 
at Trent, Hossar died in the first few months of 1475, and may be that he was still in prison. It is 
therefore surprising that the Venetian judges should provide in advance for such eventuality, almost as if 
they knew for a fact that David Mavrogonato’s unscrupulous ex-right arm 
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man -- dedicated to mysterious illegal dealings at Venice, where he was known by all, both Jews and 
Christians -- had powerful friends in the mainland financial centers capable of helping him break jail or 
of silencing him for good, to prevent him from revealing his embarrassing secrets. Salamoncino da 
Piove, who was perfectly well aware of the German alchemist's activities, may have known him 
personally during his stays in Venetian prisons, "near the Ponte di Paglia", of which he was an 
influential and assiduous inmate. 


Just what the artful German herb alchemist [Hossar] was selling on all those frequent trips which took 
him to the cities of the Veneto region, apart from medicinal blood and quack remedies of miraculous 
effectiveness and bright and treacherous “silver of alchemy” -- in the manufacture of which he was 
considered a specialist -- remains unknown. It is, however, certain that, the merchandise to be found in 
Hossar’s haversack -- according to Salamoncino da Piove — included one particular item, purchased 
from an itinerant merchant named Abramo, stopping by Trent in 1471 on his way from Saxony to Feltre 
or Bassano, and that this particular item was considered particularly valuable. According to Wolfgang’s 
later statements before the Trent judges, Abramo’s clients included the physician, Tobias da Magdeburg. 


Abramo’s red leather pouch, with its waxed bottom, in fact, concealed a certain amount of blood, to be 
put up for sale —— clotted blood -- coagulated and reduced to curdles or powder, as was normal practice, 
to cause it to harden over time (10). 


According to Maestro Tobias da Magdeburg, many of the Jewish and German merchants who reached 
Venice in 1469 along with Friedrich III’s baggage train intended to supply themselves with the blood of 
Christian children for the Passover rite -- blood which Mavrogonato was said to have brought from 
Candia or Cyprus on that occasion. It does not appear that the Jews of that island had ever been accused 
of ritual murder at that time. Yet, Jewish Passovers at Candia in the mid-15th century were anything but 
tranquil affairs, and were often the source of scandal and clamorous indignation. 


During Passover week, 1451, the Jews of the ghetto of Candia were accused of crucifying suckling 
lambs (perhaps due to the impossibility of procuring Christian children) [NOTE: This is not necessarily 
Prof. Toaff’s opinion here; he is summarizing the Latin: fortasse quia fideles pueros captare 


nequiverat |, in contempt of the Christian religion, with a grotesque and sacrilegious anti-ritual (11). The 
symbolism of the suckling lamb placed on the cross seemed obviously linked, in an intolerable and 
obscenely blasphemous manner, to the passion of Christ, the Agnus Dei [Lamb of God]. The accusation 
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does not appear to have been completely groundless, in view of the ancient Hebraic custom of roasting 
the Passover lamb skewered on the spit in a vertical position, with the head upwards, to ridicule and 
deride the crucified Christ; just how widespread this custom was, is difficult to determine from either a 
chronological or geographical point of view (12). 


The Venetian criminal judiciary was immediately informed of the affair by the Duke of Candia, 
Bernardo Balbi, while the Doge, Francesco Foscari, hastened to appoint Gradenigo, "district mayor in 
the Levant", who was already on the island, with responsibility for investigating the matter ("to obtain 
the truth about the crucified lambs in any manner whatever"), identifying the guilty parties, and 
punishing them with the maximum strictness. Edicts were posted “in the Piazza and in the Giudaica di 
Candia", promising cash rewards for anyone supplying the inquisitor with information useful to the 
investigation and threatening severe punishment to "any persons with knowledge of the above 
mentioned case of the crucified lambs and conceals the same". 


The well-known Venetian politician and humanist, Lodovico Foscarini, already podesta [magistrate] of 
Feltre in 1439, of Vicenza in 1445 and at the time, podesta of Verona, also occupied himself with the 
thorny mater. In a letter, presumably written between 1451 and the following year, and addressed to 
Antonio Gradenigo, Foscarini praised the Venetian inquisitor [Gradenigo] warmly for bringing his 
investigation into the "sacrilegious sacrifice" to a close, zealously and with undoubted success, and for 
his success in demonstrating the guilt of the Jews of Candia in the crucifixion of the lambs to a certainty 
(13). 


The outcome of the matter came to our attention through a Jewish source which has until now been 
isinterpreted on this point: the chronicle of Elia Capsali. The Candian rabbi, based on a report on the 
events written in Hebrew, reported that the investigation into the crucifixion of the lambs was concluded 
on 26 January 1452, when the Council of the Forty informed Bernardo Balbi, the Duke of Candia, that, 
as a result of inquisitor Gradenigo’s denunciation, nine notables of the Jewish community had been 
placed in shackles for their participation in the crime. 


After a brief period of detention in the prisons of Candia, the prisoners were transferred in chains to 
Venice, where they were interrogated in expectation of the trial before the Avogaria di Commun. Two of 
the prisoners died as a result of torture, while the survivor remained in custody awaiting the decisions of 
the Major Council, which met on 15 July 1452, on Saturday. To everyone's 
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great surprise, the Jewish defendants were absolved, notwithstanding Gradenigo’s indignant protests, 
with 220 votes in favor, 130 against and 80 "not convinced", i.e., abstaining; on 9 August following, the 
defendants were released and left Venice. They finally landed in Candia after a 13-day voyage and were 
joyfully and triumphantly received by the entire Jewish community on the island (14). 


[The report reads in part:] 


"In 1423, Francesco Foscarini was elected Doge of Venice [...] Under his government, almost at the end 
of his term, in 1451, the Jews of the community of Candia were falsely accused of the so-called 
‘calumny of the lamb’, (15) by a nun named Orsa. The matter took an ugly turn when Antonio 
Gradenigo, the inquisitor, visited Venice at the Avogaria di Commun to cause the Jews to be tried, 
setting forth the particulars of the accusations made against them. On 26 January, Bernardo Balbi, the 
Duke of Candia, received an order from Venice to arrest nine notables of the Jewish community, after 
which they were held in prison for thirty five days. The Duke then ordered their transfer to Venice in a 
ship captained by Giacomo Aponal di Candia, which docked after a 49-day voyage, during which the 
prisoners remained in chains, suffering terribly. At Venice, the defendants were thrown in a dark, 
unwholesome prison, separated from each other, and subjected to cruel and insupportable tortures and 
torments, which caused the miserable death of two of them "in the sanctification of the name of God", 
but they confessed nothing. As a result, the case was presented to the judge of the Great Council [...] and 
the Jews were therefore absolved, thanks to the Lord’s assistance and His mercy towards them. This 
happened on Saturday [...] on 15 July 1452 [...] and on 9 August following, these same Jews left Venice, 
and reached here [Candia] thirteen days later, expressing their praise and gratitude to God the Blessed." 


But the matter was anything but over. The implacable Antonio Gradenigo appealed against the sentence 
of absolution before the Avogaria di Commun. According to him, the Jews of Candia had bribed some 
of the magistrates, purchasing their favorable votes with money. Once again, Capsali reported that the 
allegation had been examined by the Avogaria di Commun in March 1453. The subsequent investigation 
led to the arrest of one of the counselors, Girolamo Lambardo, on a charge of corruption and 
Lambardo’s subsequent condemnation to one year in prison; he was also struck off the role of the 
Members of the Great Council for five years. The fate of the Jews of Candia were again in the hands of 
the "Great Council", which met on 16 May 1454 without reaching a decision. The 
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meeting was adjourned on 7 June following, when the charges were finally dropped after innumerable 
rounds of voting, on 13 July (16). 


"On a Saturday in the month of Tamuz of the year 5214 [=1454] in the afternoon [...] our Messer 
Antonio Giustinian’s galley docked here in the port of Candia, bringing us the happy news of our 
acquittal. May He be Blessed who rewarded us with all well-being, rendering vain the machinations 
brought against us. The Lord has saved, not only our fathers, but ourselves as well, our children and 
descendents. In fact, salvation has not only been granted to the Jewish community of Venice, because 


the Lord has thus liberated our community of the Jews of Candia and the other communities under the 
dominion of the Serenissima, and under the government of the gentiles generally, from terrible danger 
[...] This sort of persecution is the work of the perfidious Haman, seeking to exterminate women and 
children, old persons and notables and sack our property in one single day (Esther 3:13) (17)." 


Capsali’s report, richly detailed, finds precise confirmation in the official Venetian documentation, 
supplementing and clarifying the picture (18) . As early as September 1451, several months prior to 
conclusion of district mayor Antonio Gradenigo’s inquiry into the crucifixion of the lambs at Crete 
during the Passover period of that year, Gradenigro appealed to the Greater Counsel that the defendants 
be transferred to another, more pliable, level of the legal system, such as the Quarantia Criminal 
[Council of Forty Judges] to ensure a more expeditious conclusion of the matter (19). Gradenigo’s 
appeal upon acquittal of the Jews in the court of first instance was preceded by a decision of the Greater 
Counsel to the effect that, in the interests of expediting the case, the presence of three hundred 
magistrates should in this case suffice instead of the four hundred judges provided for by law (20). 


What is certain is that, at the end of June 1452, twelve Jews from Candia were being held in a cell of the 
"New Prison" of Venice. Capsali reports that nine (and not twelve) Jewish notables were arrested in 
Candia; the idea that Candia was simply mistaken seems implausible. 


Perhaps the other three Jews from Candia were arrested for other crimes, unrelated to the foul charge of 
the “crucified lambs" It would not even surprise us to learn that David Mavrogonato, whose adventures 
as an "intriguer" with limited scruples did not always end happily, was one of them. These Jews at 
Candia were lodged in the same cell with a Christian, 
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probably in jail for another crime, a certain Antonio da Spilimbergo. Spilimbergo was rather unhappy 
about being the only believer in Jesus Christ and the Virgin Mary in the forced company of these 
vociferous and arrogant Jews, who were as loud-mouthed as they were uncouth, and who did nothing 
but mutter their incomprehensible prayers and chant from morning to night, in Hebrew, with an 
unpleasant Ashkenazi inflection. Their actions, which the poor Antonio, out of ardent Christian zeal, 
presumed were highly heretical, as well as their strange and repellent garb, drove him practically mad. 
He therefore file an urgent appeal with the commanding authorities for transfer to the "Carcere 
Novissima" [new prison], a petition which the authorities immediately granted, in a full understanding of 
Spilimbergo’s plight (21). 


The text of the defendants’ final acquittal, on 7 June 1454, contains important details relating to the case 
as a whole. The principal defendants turned out to be the physician, Abba di Mose del Medigo di 
Candia, who, according to the denunciation of a converted Jew, " crucified a lamb in mockery of Jesus 
Christ, at night, in his own room, together with other Jews, on the very holy day of Holy Friday (of the 
year 1451)". Gradenigo's inquiry shows that the Jews of Candia repeated this contemptuous ritual every 
year, in the days preceding Christian Easter (22). 


Abba del Medigo and the other defendants’ attempts to bribe the judges were not in vain, as attested to 
by the relevant documents. As we have seen from Elia Capsali’s report in March of 1453, one of the 
members of the Greater Counsel, the nobleman Girolamo Lambardo, was arrested and sentenced for 
selling his vote to the Jews. The minutes of the Greater Counsel confirm that an inquiry against 
Lambardo had in fact been brought and had concluded with the condemnation of the noble counselor for 
improperly attempting to extort money from Abba (23) . 


As early as February 1452, the ineffable Candian physician [Abba del Medigo], already under 
indictment for vilification of the Christian religion, was further accused of attempting to bribe one of the 
"district mayors in the Levant", Antonio Priuli, one of Gradenigo’s a colleagues, perhaps correctly 
considered more pliable than the implacable inquisitor of the crucified lambs. 


But in fact, in a certain sense, Abba, rather than the author of the design to bribe judges and other high- 
placed persons involved in the trial, had himself been the naive victim of a clever swindle. Bonomo di 
Mose, a Jewish money lender active at Mestre, owner of the 
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bank of San Nicola at Padua (24), was, out of piety or self-interest, accustomed to visiting Abba 
frequently in the New Prisons where the latter was incarcerated. During one of these visits, Bonomo, 
who bragged of high-placed friendships in wealthy Venice, is said to have confessed to the impatient 
and depressed Candiota [Abba del Medigo] that one of the "district mayors in the Levant", Priuli to be 
exact, would gladly sell his vote in exchange for a loan of fifty thousand ducats without interest. 


Having scraped up the sum, the good Abba promptly delivered it to Bonomo, who misappropriated it, 
obviously without turning it over to Priuli, who was completely ignorant of the whole scheme. But the 
whole scheme finally came unraveled and the swindle was discovered. 


The money lender from Mestre, responsible for the swindle, was sentenced by the Avogadori to the 
payment of a fine of one hundred gold ducats and one year in prison, after which he would be banned 
from Venice and its territory for five years (25). Abba del Medigo, for his part, was tried for trying to 
bribe a public official, but was ordered acquitted (26). 


The island physician was less fortunate, however, at the end of October of the same year, when his 
Christian fellow prisoners accused him of serious offenses and blasphemies against the Christian 
religion. According to the denunciation, Abba, in his cell, was alleged to have unhesitatingly placed his 
filthy piss-pot right below the crucifix. Soundly rebuked by the other prisoners, the intemperate 
Candiota was said to have replied with profanity, insulting them and shamelessly ridiculing Jesus the 
Messiah and the blessed Holy Virgin. His condemnation was inevitable and well-deserved: one year’s 
additional prison time, in addition to the payment of a fine of one thousand lire to the Avogadori di 
Commun (27). 


But who was this Abba del Medigo — the protagonist, despite himself, in the affair of the crucified 
lambs? He certainly came from one of the most illustrious Jewish families in Candia, being the son of 
Mose "the Old Man", rabbi and head of the community, and related to the famous philosopher Elia del 
Medigo, a physician like himself. He had married Ritte, otherwise known as Rivkah, with whom he had 
had three children, Elia, Diamante and Yehudah, called Giuliano in Italian and known as Yudlin among 
the Ashkenazim of the Veneto community. 


The latter had married Sofia, called Shifra in Hebrew, the aunt of the chronicler Elia Capsali. The family 
lived at Padua, but after the death of Abba, which occurred rather early in 1485, he moved mostly to 
Soave, where Elia and Yudlin del Medigo had obtained a money lending permit, which was renewed in 
1496 (28). 
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Elia Capsali remembered that he had stayed with his aunt Sofia at Padua in the winter of 1508, on his 
way from Venice, and that he had heard her say "that my relatives (del Medigo) were no longer at 
Padua, because they had moved to Soave" (29). We know that Elia, Abba’s first-born, was murdered in 
Venice under mysterious circumstances in 1505. Implicated in the murder, one as the instigator and the 
other as an accomplice, were two Jews, from Soncino and Feltre, the latter a resident of Monselice, who 
were condemned by the Avogadori di Commun to prison, the confiscation of their property and 
expulsion from the territories of Venice, Padua and the surrounding district (30). It is probable that 
Capsali stumbled across a copy of the trial documents relating to the crucifixion of the lambs on the 
island of Candia, in Padua, among Yudlin's letters, who had died many years before, stating the grounds 
for the acquittal, and that he used it among his sources. 


Out of prudence, or perhaps simply desiring to respect the privacy of the Medigo-Capsali family, 
although half a century had already passed since these events, Elia preferred to omit any mention of the 
names of the defendants in the trial for the crucified lambs -- mainly, any mention of Abba del Medigo, 
father-in-law of his aunt, Sofia, as well as of the assassination of the son of the latter two, Elia, 
committed at Venice by other Jews only a few years earlier. 


Lodovico Foscarini was a friend of Gradenigo, the inquisitor for the crucifixion of the Passover lambs, 
but he was no friend of the Jews, least of all to Jewish physicians, whom he hated, feared and suspected, 
and against whom he considered himself engaged in incessant warfare (perpertuum bellum) (31). 


Foscarini, the patrician of the Veneto region, recalled the manner in which the Jews, in their Passover 
ceremonies, solemnly swore on the Torah scrolls to cause serious injury and harm to those faithful in 
Christ and placed the Christians on guard against eating unleavened bread prepared by Jews. He was 
also convinced that Jewish physicians were the servants of the Devil and were dedicated to the magical 
arts and to necromancy, poisoning their Christian patients in body and spirit. In a letter written in the 
summer of 1462, Foscarini considered it unacceptable that many governors, particularly, those from 
Venice, tolerated the cheeky and arrogant presence of Jewish physicians and surgeons, and thus 


facilitated their presence, and maintaining that presence for reasons of dubious honesty (32). Foscarini, 
then Lieutenant of Friulia, had a short time before suffered two years imprisonment, lamenting that, 
during this period, the Serenissima, profiting from his absence, had signed official agreements with 
Jewish physicians (33). 


One scandalous example of blasphemous shamelessness, according to Foscarini, was a “gowned 
physician’, garnished in gold and adorned with 
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jewels, who had had the boldness to turn to certain noblewomen in mourning, maliciously deriding their 
religious belief, and in particular, the sacrament of the Host. "I pity you, ladies, for your ignorance", the 
learned Jewish surgeon is alleged to have said on that occasion, in a tone of open mockery, "in believing 
that your God, the Creator of Heaven and Earth, would offer Himself to be consumed, and thus does not 
therefore disdain to offer himself up as food to the jaws of obscene ruffians and the filthiest of 

whores" (34). In view of the fact that the most famous "gowned Jewish physician” living in Venice in 
Foscarini’s time was Jehudah messer Leon da Montecchio, who is said to have been granted the honor 
of the imperial doctoral privilege by Friedrich III during the latter’s stay in Venice in February 1469, 
and that his quarrelsome nature, accompanied by frequent and intemperate verbal outbursts against both 
Jews and Christians, his true or presumed adversaries, was common knowledge, identifying the 
“gsowned physician” does not seem very hard to do. 


In confirmation of this, reference may perhaps be made to a news item from a Jewish chronicle, archived 
until a few years ago in manuscript form, and perhaps compiled at Venice by an Ashkenazi Jew around 
the middle of the Sixteenth century, which seems to be a compilation of local traditions of indubitable 
antiquity (35). The presumable chronology of the events to which reference is made dates back beyond 
the middle of the 15th Century. In Venice, the Jews were prohibited from circumcising their sons in the 
city (36). The Jews therefore had to go to nearby Mestre to perform this rite, which was fundamental to 
their family life. It then that a Jew, "among the most illustrious among those living in Venice", wishing 
to circumcise his new-born son in the city of the lagoons, thought up an astute expedient which night 
lead to revocation of the discriminatory law. He turned to an influential Venetian patrician with whom 
he stood on terms of familiarity and friendship, a gentleman who was, in those days, confined to bed 
with gout, and requested the gentleman to act as godfather at his sons’ circumcision ceremony. The 
Christian nobleman was not only pleased to accept the honorific charge which the honored Jew had 
thought fit to entrust him with, but, being unable to reach Mestre due to his illness, which kept confined 
at home, he seems to have decided to cause the child to be circumcised in the main room of his own 
palace. This was the first case, the precedent-setter, thereafter permitting the Jews of Venice to 
circumcise their sons in the City of the Lagoons. If the report, as stated, contains a core of truth, it 
should not be very difficult, in this case as well, to identify 
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the Jewish notable as Jehudah messer Leon, the influential imperial physician esteemed by Jews and 
Christians alike, particularly among the higher classes, to whom a son, David was born in Venice, in 
approximately 1459 (37). 


The Jewish community at Trent had formed relatively recently, and its numbers were always limited. 
When Maestro Tobias da Magdeburg, physician, surgeon and expert in ophthalmology, decided to 
establish himself at Trent in 1462, he found that there was no organized Jewish community in the city. 
In the early years of the century, in 1403, bishop Ulrich III had granted a Jewish money lender named 
Isacco and his family the right to carry on the money trade at Bolzano and Trent. This may have been 
the same Isacco whose presence in the city is attested to later, in 1440 (38). It is nevertheless certain that 
other Jews came to join him in the first quarter of the century, staying at Trent for longer or shorter 
periods, such as the same Mose di Samuele from Trent who, in the summer of 1423, made his last will 
and testament at Treviso, where had had in the meantime moved with his numerous family (39). The 
Jewish community of Trent seemed consolidated by mid-century. 


In fact, in 1450, Sigismondo, Count of Tyrol, decided to grant Elia and the other Jewish residents of 
Trent equality of rights with those of the Christian citizens of Trent (40). 


Nevertheless, when Maestro Tobias took up residence in the city, he found only one Jewish family, that 
of the money lender Samuele (Zanwil) di Seligman, originating from Nuremberg in Bavaria, who had 
settled in Trent one year before. The privileges accorded to Samuele in the money-lending permit signed 
upon his entry into the city were renewed by Giovanni Hinderbach in 1469, the year in which Friedrich 
III officially invested him with the temporal office of the episcopate of Trent, at Venice, in 1469 (41). In 
the meantime, a third family had come to reinforce the Jewish community of Trent. Angelo da Verona, 
from Gavardo in the Bresciano region, who had passed his youth at Conegliano in Friuli (42), also 
moved to Trent, dealing alongside Samuele of Nuremberg in the local money market (43). Although he 
had lived in Italy from birth, Angelo, too, was an Ashkenazi Jew; perhaps he no longer spoke Yiddish as 
his native language, in contrast to Tobias and Samuele, who had arrived from the German territories 
only recently, but he certainly understood it and spoke it, although rather badly. 


Angelo's parents, in fact, Salamone and Briinnlein (Brunetta), were natives of Bern in the Swiss 
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Confederation. The three Jewish families of Trent were anything other than restrained and presented 
themselves in a manner rather definite as multiple patriarchal nuclei. The married children lived together 
with the parents, and several generations lived their everyday lives under the same roof: grandfather and 
grandmother, uncles, aunts and cousins, married women, widows and unmarried girls, servants, scullery 
maids and teachers, travelers and persons of passage, more or less established and occasional guests, 
professional beggars and impoverished relatives. 


The Jews, whose habitations were contiguous, lived near the commercial center, known as "the Canton", 


in the western zone of the city, which included the quarters of the Market and San Martino. Their 
lending banks, which formed one whole with their houses, operated in contact with the shops and 
taverns of the German immigrants, whose presence in Trent was rather large, amounting to several 
hundred people (44). German was spoken along the small canal, which crossed the district carried turbid 
and muddy water, originating in the Adige. 


Alongside the evil-smelling workshops of the Germanic shoemakers and tanners were the banks and 
dwelling houses of the Jews. One of these, that of Samuele da Nuremberg, was the location of the 
synagogue. 


In fact, Samuele’s family was beyond doubt the most religious, and the most highly cultivated in terms 
of Hebrew culture. The scrupulous observance of the standards of the Torah had induced the head of the 
family, in addition to setting aside certain areas as places of worship for the entire community, to draw 
from water the canal, which passed by the basement of the house, for use in a sort of ritual bath, where 
the women could easily immerse themselves for their own ablutions of purification after their menstrual 
period, without having to have recourse to the public baths, where feminine modesty and shame could 
not always be duly protected (45). Samuele himself, to great benefit, had studied in the famous Talmudic 
academies of Bamberg and Nuremberg in the years 1440-1450, and had been the disciple of famous 
rabbis. 


The oldest and most respected among the German Jews of Trent, his uncle Mosé da Franconia, who had 
reached the respectable age of eighty and was known by everyone in the city as "the Old Man", also 
found lodings under his roof. Learned and authoritative, even if poorly equipped with purely economic 
means, he had found stable hospitality, with his family, with the enterprising and wealthy nephew, after 
having lived previously at Wiirzburg and Spira, one of the most important centers of Jewish culture in 
all of Germany. Samuele's household were strict followers of the rules 
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relating to kosher food, which, among other things, prescribed the complete separation of meat and dairy 
products, according to the dictates of the Bible, amplified and codified in the rabbinical interpretation of 
the halakhah. To the judges in the Simon of Trent murder trial, interested in knowing why he carried 
two knives in a sheath hanging from his side, both Samuele and Mose "the Old Man" patiently explained 
that which, in their eyes, was perfectly obvious. One knife was to cut edible meat, while the other was to 
be used for dairy products (46) 


On 23 March, eve of Passover of 1475, year of the jubilee, the mutilated body of Simonino, a two-year 
old child, son of the tanner Andrea Lomferdorm, was found in the waters of the ravine by-passing 
Samuele’s cellar. This tragic discovery triggered the inquest which was to lead to the accusation brought 
against the Jews of Trent as suspects in the child’s abduction and murder, to their interrogation in the 
castle of Buonconsiglio and their condemnation, after confessing under torture to being responsible for 
this tragic wickedness. Finally, the condemned were publicly executed, burned at the stake or 


decapitated, while their property was to suffer bitter confiscation. The transcripts of the Trent trials for 
the murder of Simon, later beatified, are said, as a result, to constitute the most important and detailed 
document ever written on the ritual murder accusation, a precious document retaining the words of the 
Hebrew defendants, in which the words of the accusers and inquisitors did not always succeed in 
superimposing themselves over, or confusing themselves with, the words of the defendants. 


These texts are a glimpse into a different world: the world of the Ashkenazi Judaism of the German 
territories and northern Italy, in all its sociological, historical and religious particularity. This was a 
Jewish world, enclosed upon itself, fearful and hostile towards outsiders, often incapable of accepting its 
own painful experiences and overcoming its own ideological contradictions. It was this world which, 
moving from the negative and often tragic reality in which they lived, sought an improbable anchorage 
in the sacred texts which might illuminate a hope of redemption, which for the moment appeared beyond 
credibility: a Hebraic world discharging its energies in religious rites and antique myths, now re- 
enlivened with renewed and different meanings and translated into an alienating, harsh and rigorous 
confessional language, in which internal tensions and unresolved frustrations lay hidden at all times. A 
world which, having survived the massacres and forced conversions of men, women and children, 
continued to experience 
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those traumatic events in a sterile effort to reverse the meaning of that world, rebalancing it and 
correcting history. It was a profoundly religious world in which redemption could not possibly be far 
off; in which God was to be involved despite Himself, and compelled to keep His promises, sometimes 
by force. It was a world drenched with magical rites and exorcism, within whose mental horizons 
popular medicine and alchemy, occultism and necromancy were often mixed, finding a position of their 
own, influencing and reversing the meaning of ordinary religious standards. 


The participants in this magical mental horizon included not only the Jews, accused of witchcraft and 
infanticide, ritual cannibalism and evil spells, but their accusers as well, obsessed with diabolical 
presences and the continual search for virtuous talismans and stupendous antidotes, capable of curing 
and preserving the body and soul from the wiles of men and demons. Giovanni Hinderbach, prince 
bishop of Trent, the true organizer of the 1475 trials, had grown up in Vienna in the years following the 
great massacre of the Jews, accused of backing the Hussites (1421) and exposed by that same Duke 
Albert II to bloody vengeance as partisans of the heretics (47). Even before poor Simonino’s child 
murder, when he had not yet risen to his official fame as "punisher of the Jewish murderers", 
Hinderbach had already found ways to show his lack of sympathy for them (48). In one case, thus, he 
had not hesitated to express his self-satisfied approval of cannibalism, when the victims were Jews. 
During the military confrontation between Venice and Trieste in 1465, during which Friedrich IT 
intended to enforce his rights, Hinderbach, who was then acting as imperial ambassador before the 
government of the Serenissima, sang the praises of the Hapsburg militia, called upon to defend Trieste, 
for their courage and their demonstrated loyalty to the Emperor. By true right, observed the pious 
bishop, the German soldiers, in case of necessity, rather than lay down their arms, were to alleviate their 
hunger by eating the flesh of cats, rats and mice; and even that of local Jews, Jews resident in the city 


(49). 


Friedrich III was, as Burcardo di Andwil informs us, in addition to mathematical sciences, a passionate 
cultivator of astrology and necromancy, and for this reason is said to have remarked that he liked to 
surround himself with Jews and Chaldeans, people highly partial to superstitious practices (50). But 
Friedrich’s faithful servant, Hinderbach, was no less so. Magic and witchcraft in fact exercised an 
irresistible fascination over 


p. 60] 


the humanist bishop, who was a friend of Enea Silvio Piccolomini. Hinderbach assimilated Jews outright 
with necromanticists, always ready to perform exorcisms and curses in the service of the devil. Demons 
love blood; and the necromancers who resuscitated cadavers used blood with little parsimony in their 
divination, mixing it with water taken from fountains and rivers. Hinderbach had no hesitation in 
maintaining that the Jews were enchanters and necromancers, "because they kill Christian children and 
drink and consume their blood, as they did last year at Trent, and in many other places it has been 
discovered and proven" (51). The practical Caballah, which these Jews followed more or less in secret, 
was to be assimilated in all respects to black magic and necromancy. It is to be noted that, during the 
first festival of the sainted child, held at Trent in 1589 with a great confluence of people, a celebrative 
pamphlet, later published in Rome, was compiled with the title of Ristretto della vita et martirio di S. 
Simone fanciluuo della citta di Trento . This work maintained, in the wake of Hinderbach, that the child 
had been killed by the Jews, "followers of the Caballah, vain science under which name magic and 
necromancy often hide" (52). 


From the records of the trial, we know that Brunetto (Briinnlein), widow of Samuele da Nuremberg, who 
was, in the end, burnt at the stake as guilty of infanticide, persisted in her refusal to confess, 
notwithstanding the torments to which he was subjected. To Hinderbach, there appeared to be no doubt 
that the woman was ill and bewitched by Jewish necromancers. For this reason, every suggestive 
pressure, exercised on the woman to persuade her to speak, had proven useless; from shaving her head 
and removing her body hair, to ablutions in holy water. 


But the remedy was finally found. The holy cure-all, according to the bishop of Trent, constantly in 
search of miraculous enchantments and narcotic unguents, had proven itself exceptionally effective in 
the precedent Santa Lucia case, in which the victim was also possessed by demons. Brtinetta was placed 
in a bath of urine, laboriously produced by a "virgin young boy" of Trent, and suddenly, after the 
extraordinary, if rather evil-smelling ablution, the woman, without further ado, began to sign her 
confession (53). 


NOTES TO CHAPTER THREE 


1. "Et inter ipsos Iudeos fuit dictum [...] quod in civitate Venetarium tunc erat quidam magnus mercator 
Tudeus de insula Candie, qui portavit magnum quantitatem sanguinis pueri Christiani ad vendendum, et 
etiam portaverat magnam quantitatem zuccari. Et quod dici audivit a quodam Ioseph Forles, qui venerat 
post Serenissimum Imperatorem Venetias, quod volevat emere de sanquine a dicto mercatore Hebreo. Et 
similiter dici audivit a quibusdam aliis, de quidibus non recordatur, quod volebant emere de dicto 
sanguine, licet ipse non emerit. Dicit tamen quod, crede suo, omnes alii Iudei, qui ibi aderant, emerunt 
de dicto sanguine" (cfr. A. Esposito and D. Quaglioni, Processi contro gli ebrei di Trento,1475-1478: I: 
I processi del 1475, Padua, 1990, pp. 328-329). The fact that the blood put up for sale, together with the 
sugar, by Mavrogonato was of "pueri Cristiani" [Christian boys] appears to be an allusion by Tobias da 
Magdeburg or German Jews having moved to Venice in the retinue of Friedrich III, with whom he had 
spoken. There is nothing to cause us to believe, however, that the information supplied by Tobias 
should, on the whole, be considered "exotic details" (cfr. R. Po-Chia Hsia, Trent 1475. A Ritual Murder 
Trial, New Haven, Conn., 1992, p. 46), just as the description of the Jew from Candia as a "great 
merchant in the imperial entourage, who sold sugar and blood" (ibidem). On the sugar manufacturies 
transplanted from Venice to Crete starting at the beginning of the XIV century and on the curative uses 
of sugar, particularly widespread in the Jewish medieval medical treatises, see, in particular, S.W. Mintz, 
Sweetness and Power. The Place of Sugar in Modern History , Baltimore (Md.), 1985. 


2. "Et cum eo (qui vocabatur 'el Judeo dal cuccaro') conversabatur Hossar Iudesu, qui habitat Venetiis et 
vocatur "el Zudio de la barba", qui est de Colonia et ab omnibus cognoscitur" (cfr. Esposito and 
Quaglioni, Processi, cit., vol. I, p. 329). 


3. The figure of Israel Wolfgang of Brandenburg is interpreted differently by Po-Chia Hsia (Trent 1475, 
cit., pp. 91-104: "Oscillating between the different roles demanded of him, Israel was alternatively the 
wandering Jew, the Christian convert, informant of the apostolic commissioner, and the cooperative 
prisoner’. In my view, a less superficial reading of his depositions permits an understanding of the 
consistency among the apparent contradictions in his behavior. 


4. "Salamon parvus [= Salamoncinus] dixit sibi Wolfgango quadam die in Plebe Sacchi, in Curia Domus 
praedicti Salomonis (Martuii), quod Salomon, pater ipsius Salamon parvi, habuerunt dictum sanguinem 
a quodam Judeo, qui illum detulerat de ultra Mari et, ut credit, de insula Cypri" (cfr. [Benedetto Bonelli], 
Dissertanzione apologetica sul martirio del beato Simone da Trento nell'anno MCCCCLXXV dagli ebrei 
ucciso , Trento, Gianbattista Parone, 1747, p. 64). The blood referred to was dried and reduced to 
powder, and it is therefore difficult to believe that it could have been confused with wine, and, in 
particular, with the Malvasia wine from Candia, in which Mavrogonato seems to have dealt on a large 
scale. For the hypothesis of the Malvasia wine of Candia exchanged for blood, see D. Nissim, II legame 
tra i processi di Trento contro gli ebrei e la tipografia ebraica di Piove di Sacco del 1475 , in "Annali 
dell'Istituto Storico Italo-Germanico in Trento", XXV (1999), pp. 672-673, promptly follwed by D. 
Carpi, who presents it as obvious (L ’individuo e la collettivita. Saggi di storia degli ebri a Padova e nel 
Veneto nell'eta del Rinascimento , Firenze, 2002, pp. 29, 43). 


5. On Salamone di Lazzaro "de Alemannia" and his money lending activity, cfr. C. Bonetti, Gli ebrei a 
Cremona, Cremona, Cremona, 1917, p. 9; G.A. Mantovani, La communita ebraica di Crema nel secolo 


XVe le origini del Monte di Pietd, in "Nuova Rivista Storica", LIX (1975), p. 378; Sh. Simonsohn, The 
Jews in the Duchy of Milan, Jerusalem, 1982, vol. I, pp. 36-37, 220-221, 246-247 (nos. 48, 464, 524). 


6. Wolfgang's deposition on Hossar-Anselmo "de la barba" is summarized by G. Divina, Storia del 
beato Simone da Trento, Trent, 1902, vol. II, pp. 18-19. 


7. ASV, Avogaria di Comun, Raspe, 3653 (II), cc. 44v-45r (cc. 149v-150r, according to the modern 
numbering in pencil at the bottom of the page (3 September 1473). "Anselmus, iudeus a Barba, contra 
quem processum fuit et est per antescriptos dominos advocatores in Consilio Xlta, pro eo quod, ad finem 
defraudandi mercationis et maiorus sui lucri, ausus est in fundo denariorum fundellorum, ubi sollitum 
est accipi sagium argenti, fundidit aliquantum limare aurri, ita quod videbatur argentum ipsum tenere 
aurum [...] Sicque cum ipsis fundelis accessit ad sagiatorum folee auri in Rialto, qui sagium fect et fecti 
bulletinum ipsi iudeo, prout solitum est fieri, quem postea argentum dictus Anselmus vendidit Joanne 
Antonio partitori, in eiusdem danno et deceptione". Further along in the same document it states that that 
the judges had decided to proceed "contra Anselmum iudeum pro istis duobus fundellis argenti fundatis, 
demonstrantibus tenere aurium et non tenentibus, nisi in locis in quibus solit acceperi sagium per 
sagiatorem comunis, vinditis Joanni Antonio partitori in euidsem deceptionem et damnum maximum". 
The victim of the swindle appears with the qualification partitor, i.e., a refiner of precious metals, 
assigned to the separation of of gold from silver. It should be noted that at Venice, metal assaying was 
executed by approved assayers in the Zecca. In the Fifteen Century, four officials, two for gold and two 
for silver, were assigned to their registration and weighing, and an additional three assayers, who were 
entitled to operate in Zecca, in the "statione comune" at Rialto (the location selected by Hossar for his 
fraud), or in their own shop. In this regard, see F.C. Lane and R.C. Mueller, Money and Banking in 
Medieval and Renassance Venice. Coins and Moneys of Account, Baltimore (Md), 1985, index, s.v. 
Assay office and Gold, assaying of; A. Stahl, The Mint of Venice in the Middle Ages, Baltimore (Md), 
2000, index, s.v. Assay and Gold Estimator. 


8. "Quod iste Anselmus menses sex in carceribus et perpetuo perivetur possendi exercendi mercaturam 
auri et argenti grezorum Venetiis". 


9. "[...] quod non incipiat tempus carceriorum, nisi prius cum integritate satisfacerit et restituerit 
denarios suos Joanni Antonio partitori descripto. Verum si casus mortis ipsius Anselmi occurreret, atu 
quod de carceribus aufguerit, et tot bona ipsius Anselmi non invenientur, tunc argentum predictum, ad 
manus Advocatorum perventum, obligatum sit integre satisfactioni infrascipti Joanni Antonio". 


10. Cfr. Esposito and Quaglioni, Processi, cit., vol. I, pp. 327-328. "Dictus Abraham habebat dictum 
sanguinem in quodam coramine rubeo et erat coagulatus et in frusticulis et erat in totum ad quantitatem 
unius ovus." Maestro Tobias had bought some of it "quantum est una nucella pro uno rainense". The fact 
(at any rate already known to anyone possessing a certain familiarity with this type of trade, which was 
more widespread than one might imagine among both Jews and Christians, in the cities and above all the 
countryside, where it constituted an indispensable ingredient for the preparation of prodigious 
medications) emerges from the depositions of the other defendants in the Trent trial that the blood was 


placed on sale in the form of powder, coagulated or converted into lumps, ("portabat illum sanguinem ad 
vendendum, et illum tenebat in sinode seu cendado rubeo, et erat ille sanguis coagulatus et 
pulverizatus"”; "et dicit quod sanguis, quem dictus Ursus portabat ad vendendum erat in uno vase [...] 
quod vas erat instagnatum a parte interiori, in quo vase erat sanguis pulverizatus, et erat tantum de 
sanguine in dicto vase quantum esset quarta pars unius amphiale val mosse, et dictus vas erat coopertum 


de quodam coramine albo". 


11. The information is found in Flaminio Cornaro, Creta sacra sive de epis de episcopis utriusque ritus 
graeci et latini in insula Cretae, Venice, 1755, vol. I, pp. 382-383 ("Non satis quidem habuit perfida 
Judaeorum natio Creatiae degens Christianos iniquis adeo molestijs divexare, sed ut religioni etiam 
illuderent, teneros agnos [fortasse quia fideles pueros captare nequiverat] in Jesu-Christi- contumeliam 
cruci affixerunt, cujus facinoris nuntium cum Venetias delatum esset, Consilium XL virorum ad 
Criminalia, Cretensi regimini mandavit, ut omni studio in impios, qui adhuc ignoti erant, inquieret"). In 
this regard, see also H. Noret, Document inédits pour servir a l'histoire de la domination vénitienne en 
Créte de 1380 a 1485 , Paris, p. 425, no. 1. At any rate, the accusation relating to the passion of the 
lambs at Crete may only with difficulty be classified as an" accusation du meurtre rituel ", as it is 
perhaps interpreted by Jacoby (cfr. D. Jacoby, Les juifs a Venise du XIVe au milieu du XVI siécle , in H.- 
G. Beck, M. Manoussacas and A. Pertusi, Venezia centro di mediazione tra Oriente e Occidente, secoli 
XV-XVI . Aspetti e problemi, Florence, 1977, vol. II, p. 172). 


12. On this custom and its anti-Christian significance, see Y. Tabori, Pesach dorot, Tel Aviv, 1996, pp. 
92-105; I.J. Yuval, "Two Nations in Your Womb". Perceptions of Jews and Christians , Tel Aviv, 2000, 
p. 89 (in Hebrew). Again, at the beginning of the Seventeen Century, the Inquisition ordered the 
persecution of those Jews from the communities of the plains of the Po of northern Italy who still 
retained the wickedness to crucify Passover lambs. The Holy Office recorded that the Jews, although not 
subject to the jurisdiction of the Inquisition, could be tried by those tribunals in particularly serious 
cases. One of these was "se beffassero i Christiani, et per disprezzo della passione di Nostro Signore 
nella Settimana Santa, o in alto tempo crucifigessero agnello, pecora o altra cosa" [“‘if they ridiculed 
Christians, or showed contempt for the Passion of Our Lord during the Holy Week, or crucified lambs, 
sheep or anything else, at any time”’] (Breve informazione del modo di trattare le cause del S. Officio per 
li molto Reverendi Vicarii della Santa Inquisitione , Modena, Giuliano Cassiani, 1608, p. 15). 


13. "Ex delictis quae tu studiossime contra hebraeorum pernitosissimam credelitatem inquisivisti', 
Foscarini wrote to Gradenigo, 'unum de sacrilega immolatione, ita universis patefacere decrevi, quod 
nemo posthac sic tam amens qui dubitet vel tam improbus qui neget nequissimos iudaeos agnos 
temporibus nostris passim crucifigere'”. And further along, he invited him to persist in his 
uncompromising struggle "contra iudeos agnum crucifigentes" [“‘against the lamb-crucifying Jews’’] (cfr 
g. Gardenal, Ludovico Foscarini e la Medicina, in Unamesimo e Rinascimento a Firenze , Florence, 
1983, pp. 251-263 [p. 262]. In this case as well, it seems incorrect to consider, as Gardenal does 
(perhaps in the belief that “agni’”’, “agnello”, was a metaphor referring to Christian children), "questi 
sacrifici compiuti dagli ebrei nell'isola di Candia" [“‘these sacrifices committed by the Jews on the island 
of Crete’’] as true and proper ritual homicides. He is followed in this error by Esposito ("Antonio 
Gradenigo aveva indagato su pretesi sacrifici umani compiuti dagli ebrei nell'isola di Candia”). 


14. E. Capsali, Seder Eliyahu Zuta, by A. Schmuellevitz, Sh. Simonsohm and M. Benayahu, Jersulem, 
1977, vol. II, pp. 225-226. 


15. In Hebrew, ‘alitat ha-taleh, the slander of the lambs. In Biblical Hebrew, Taleh is the suckling lamb, 
and this is the original reading of the text, which at any rate appears in this form and with reference to 
this occurrence in another section of Capsali's chronicle (Seder Eliyahu Zuta , cit., vol. I, p. 246). Other, 
corrupted or incomprehensible readings appear in many manuscripts, such as ha-'Iah, understood by M. 
Benayahu as ha-'orlah, the foreskin. But "the slander of the lambs", without further explanation, makes 
no sense. At an earlier date, N. Porges (Elie Capsali et sa Chronique de Venise, in "La Revue des Etudes 
Juives", LXXVII, 1923, pp. 20-40 [p. 24]) had explained the word, considering it a corruption of ha- 
mazah, leaven, understanding the term in the sense of Host. Therefore, at Candia, in 1452, the Jews are 
said to have been accused of profanation of the Host. The hypothesis of Porges, who was unaware of the 
inquiry for the crucifixion of the lambs, is, today, uncritically accepted by others, who arbitrarily add the 
Candia case in 1452 to the case record of the desecration of the host (cfr. Simonsohn, in Capsali, Seder 
Eliyahu Zuta, cit., vol, HI, p. 77; M. Rubin, Gentile Tales. The Narrative Assault on Late Medieval 

Jews , New Haven, Conn., 1999, pp. 115-116). Still more recently, there are those who refer to Capsali's 
text as the "resoconto del processo intentato in 1452 contro nove ebrei di Candia con l'accusa di 
omicidio rituale" [“report on the trial proceedings brought against nine Jews of Candia on a charge of 
ritual murder’’] (Cfr. G. Corazzol, Sulla Cronaca dei Sovrani di Venezia ["Divre' ha-yamim le-malke' 
Wenesiy'ah"] di Rabbi Elia Capsali da Candia, in "Studi Veneziani", XLVII, 2004, p. 318). 


16. Capsali, Seder Eliyahu Zuta, cit., vol, II, pp. 226-227. In this regard, see also Porges, Elie Capsali, 
cit., pp. 24-26. 


17. Capsali, Seder Eliyahu Zuta, cit., vol., II, p. 227. 


18. In this case as well, we are in debt to our friend Reiny Mueller for the invaluable archive information 
supplied in this regard, and to Dr. Rachele Scuro for the transcription of the documents utilized by 
myself. 


19. "Cum se Antonius Grandonico et socii sindici intromisit pro suo officio certas causas quibus in isto 
Maiori Consilio datum est principium et pro non dando tedium isti Maiori Consilio et tenere totam 
civitatem impeditam pro simili re, vadit pars quod omnes dicte licet melius videbitur et placebit et in illis 
capre finem, sicut multis vicibus fuit servatum". The proposal was approved by a large majority (ASV, 
Maggior Consiglio , Deliberazioni, Libro Ursa [reg. 22] [1415-1454], c. 178v. [c. 184v according to the 
pencil numeration at the bottom], 5 November 1451). One piece of information, perhaps connected with 
the accusation of the crucifixion of the lambs, dates back to 1448. In March of that year, Antonio 
Gradenigo had thrown a Jew from Candia, Yospe [Yoseph] di Retimo, into prison, in Venice, under an 
unknown accusation. Eight months afterwards, the prisoner complained to the officials of the Quarantia, 
who were visiting the prisons, so that Gredenigo might transfer him from prison to prison to compel him 
to confess and had not concluded the preliminary investigation and hearing within eight moths, as 


required by the laws of Venice ("Capita de XL [... in carceribus] reppererint inter ceteros Yoste [recte: 
Yospe] ebreum de Rethimo, se gravantem ver virum nobilem Antonium Gradenico, sindicum partium 
Levantis, teneri carceratum iam 8 mensibus contra id quod de iure facere potest, cum sic disponentibus 
legibus et ordenibus nostris introducto casu suo ad consilium eum expedire teneretur infra tres menses, 
ultra quem terminum eum minime teneri poterat, subiugitique ipse Yospe quod idem ser Antonius hoc 
tempore eum multociens permutavit de carcere suo modo, et videns non posse ab eo habere nisi ut mera 
est rei veritas, non curat ipsum expedire"). In fact, Gradenigo has present Yospe's case before the Senate 
a good four times without obtaining his condemnation, as he desired. The Senate granted him another 
one-month postponement in which to conclude the inquiry and bring the Jew to trial, otherwise he would 
have to be released (ASV, Senato Mar, reg. 3, c. 83v. 27 October 1448). I wish to express my thanks to 
Dr. Stefano Piasentini for this information. It is however possible that Yospe's imprisonment, desired by 
Gradenigo, district mayor in the Levant, should be placed in relation with the prohibition against the 
ownership of real property by the Jews of Retimo outside the Jewish quarter, which was reiterated by the 
Counsel of Forty of Venice on 11 December 1448. On that occasion, the judiciaries of the Serenissima 
were investigating the case in which Jews from Retimo had made fictitious sales of their real property 
(Cfr. D. Jocoby, An agent juif au service de Venise. David Mavrogonato de Candie, in "Thesaurismata. 
Bolletino dell'Istituto Ellenico di Studi Bizantini et Post-Bizantimi", IX, 1972, pp. 86-87. 


20. "Cum advocatores notri comunis et etiam sindici aliquotiens introducatur ad Maius Consilium 
aliquos casus et negocia pro officiis suis, quod consilium pro maiori parte male congregatur et bonum sit 
quod dicta negocia iudicentur et terminentur in numero competenti propter importantium rerum, vadit 
pars quod quotienscumque advocatores comunis vel sindici habere voluerint Maisu Consilium pro 
casibus et agendis officiorum suorum debeat dictum consilium esse congregatum ad minimum ad 
numerum quadrigentorum et eum minori numero non intelligature esse in ordine nec aliquid fieri possit 
absque dicto numero IIIc vel ab inde supra". The proposal was approved (ASV, Maggior Consiglio , 
Deliberazioni, Libro Ursi [reg. 22] [1415-1454], c. 182r [c.188r according to the pencil numeration at 
bottom], 24 June 1452). In the specific case of the legal proceedings against the Jews of Candia (and in 
particular against Abba del Medigo, as we shall see below) were granted the reduced attendance of three 
hundred voters. "Quoniam per experientiam visum est quod istud consilium pluries locatum est ad 
petitionem advocatorum comunis et sindicorum pro facto Abbe medici iudei eet numquam potuit 
congregari ad numerum ordinatum et per consequens ius et iustitia non potuit habere locum nec dari 
expeditio dicto, qui dudum fuit et est in carceribus, scilicet vadit pars quod factum dicti iudei entroduci 
et experiri in Maiori Consilio, cum numero trecentorum et inde supra" (ASV, Maggior Consiglio, 
Deliberazioni, Libro Ursa [reg. 22] 1415-1454], c. 189r. [c. 195r according to the pencil numeration at 
the bottom], 5 May 1454. 


21. Antonio da Spilimbergo maintained that those Jews of Candia had reduced him to despair "quia 
illorum voces et mores [...] patarini tamtum pati non potest" (ASV, Consiglio dei Dieci, mixed, reg. 14, 
c. 117v., 28 June 1452). I wish to thank my friend Reiny Mueller for this curious information. 


22. "Abas quondam Moisi ebreu absolutus est sed tamen contra quem processum fuit [...] in eo et pro eo 
quod dum alias viris nobiles ser Laurentius Honorandi et ser Antonius Gradonico, olim sindici ad partes 
levantis, se reperissent in civitate Candidae et ad eorum aures, ex fama publica, pervenisset quod ebrei 


ibidem commorantes in vilipendium catolice fidei christianae omni anno crucifigebant unum agnum in 
sanctissimo die veneris sancti, ipsi sindici super fama publica examinaverunt multos testes. Postea, post 
recessum suum per regiment Crette, fuit examinata Marina Vergi olim ebrea et effecta tunc christiana, 
ex qua testificatione inter alios nominatus fuit ipse Abbas in propria domo quadam nocte crucifigisse 
unum agnum in ignominia Jesu Christi [...] quod procedatur contra Abbatem quondam Moise del 
Medigo ebreum qui postposito omni timore huius christianissme rei publice, in maximum opproprium 
fidei catolicae aurus fuit una cum aliquibus aliis perfidis ebreis in civatate nostra Candidae in die veneris 
sancti renovare misteria passionis domini Jesu Christi et crucifixerunt unum agnum quod etiam ipse 
Abbas in domo fecit ut est dictum" (ASV, Avogaria di Comun, Raspe, 3650 [II], cc. 9v-10r., 7 June 
1454). The decision of the Maggior Consiglio lead to the definitive acquittal of the accused and in so 
doing reference was made to their release in first instance ("ex quibus scripturis ipse Abbas et ceteri 
nominati in infrascripta testificatione fuerunt per sindicos placiti, collegati et introducti ad Maius 
Consilio et in tertio consilio absoluti") and on Gradinego's second appeal, discussed above, on 21 May 
1454, "in quo nihil captum fuit". 


23. In two different notes, contained in the decision of the Greater Council, mutilated and undated (but it 
must date back to Mach 1453), mention is made of the inquiry against Lambardo or Lombardo. The first 
opens with the words: "Ut veniri possit in lucem si [Hyeronimus Lambardus] habuit tot denarios ab 
Abbate hebreo". The second starts in a rather similar manner, but offers further information: "Ut haberi 
possit veritas istius promissionis facte per Abbatem [e]breum viro nobili ser Hyeronimo Lombardo et 
denariorum sibi datorum, ipse ser Hyeronimus retinetur ad pecticionem advocatorum comunis et 
examinetur" {ASV, Maggior Consiglio, Deliberazioni, Libro Ursa [reg. 22] [1415-1454], c. 193 [c. 199r 
according to the pencil numeration at bottom], March 1453). In a document in the Raspe dated June 
1454, relating to the definitive acquittal of Abba del Medigo, mention is made of the "condemnatione 
facta contra virum nobilem ser Hieronymum Lambardo " (ASV, Avogaria di Comun, Raspe, 3650, [II], 
c. 10r). 


24. This is a reference to the "Bonhomo da Mestre", recorded at Padua in 1432 as the person "qui tenet 
banchum sancti Nicolae" (cfr. A. Ciscato, Gli ebrei in Padua, 1300-1800, Padua, pp. 242-243). In the 
Paduan documents, it is also stated that Bonomo di Mosé da Ancona, money lender at Mestre (cfr. D. 
Carpi, The Jews of Padua During the Renaissance, 1369-1509, doctoral thesis, Jerusalem, 1967, p. 49 
[in Hebrew]. His father, who appears in the documents as Moise Rab di Jacob and originated from 
Nuremberg, lived at Padu in 1460, in the Mastellerie district, in a palace owned by the Capodivacca 
family of patricians (ASP, Notarile, Paolo Carraro, 1943, c. 452r). 


25. “Bonomus ebreus filius Moisi contra quem processum fuit [...] pro eo quod dum ipse Bonomus 
aliquotiens iret visitatum Abbam ebreum cerceratum in carcere novo ad requisitionem dominorum 
auditorum novorum sententiarum veluti sindicorum levantis et quandoque intercessissit nomine dicti 
Abbe cum viro nobili ser Antonio de Priolis, uno dictorum auditorum quinquaginta ex quo ipse Abbas, 
repertis ipsis denariis, etiam ipse mutuo eos dedit ipsi Bonomo ebreo, credens ut ipsos mutuo daret ipsis 
ser Antonio de Priolis, qui Bonomus ipsos denarios pro se retinuit. Cumque post aliquos menses ipse 
Abba vellet denario suos et hoc diercet ipse ser Antino de Priolis, ipse ser Antonius turbatus ex hac 
gulositate predictum manifestavit dominis advocatoribus comunis". It was therefore decided "quod 


procedatur contra Bonumum ebreum filium Moisi qui, posposito omni timore Dei et dominii nobilem ser 
Antonium de Prioles sindicum levantis et eos pro se retinuit."” The final decision was that "captum fuit 
quod ipse Bonomus stare debeat uno anno in carceribus et solvat ducatos centum auri et quod sit 
bannitus per quinque annos de Venetiis et districtu et si in dicto tempore se permiserit reperiri quod stare 
debeat uno anno in caceribus et solvat ducatos auri et iterum banniatur" (ASV, Avogaria di Comun, 
Raspe, 3650 [I], c. 28rv., 28 February 1452). 


26. "Abba ebreus cerceratus absolutus, sed tamen contra quem processum fuit per dominos asvocatores 
comunis et offitium suum et pro eo quod dum esset carceratus, ad instantium virorum nobilium ser 
Antonii Grandonico et ser Antonii de Priolis auditorum et uti sindicorum levantis, et Bonomus ebreus 
filius qui ipsum quandoque visitabat in carceribus falso et contra scientiam ipsius ser Antoni sibi dixisset 
quod prefatus ser Antonius de Priolis rogabat ipsum Abba ut ei mutuaret ducatos quinquaginta; ipse 
Abbas potius pro subornando quem ad aliud finem dedit ipsi Bonomo ducatos Lta aura, credens quod 
ipse Bonomo eo daret ipsi ser Antonio sed ipse oes retinuit pro se". 


27. “Abba Moise del Medigo ebreus contra quem processum fuit per dominos advocatores comunis et 
offitium suum in eo et pro quod, dum esset carceratus per sindicos levantis, inculpatus de crucifixione 
agni, parvipendens Dominum nostrum et spirito diabolico ductus quodam die accepta zangula de loco 
suo eam in vilipendium crucifixi posuit sub ymagine Jesu Christi crucifix dumque carcerati 
redarguerentur eum, cepit dicere quod christiani adorabant picturas et tabulas et quod ibant ad macellum 
sicut porci; postea cepit dicere quod domina notra virgo Maria fuerat incantatrix et docuerat Jesum talia 
facere et quod habuerat tres viros et alios filios" [Approximately : [“Abba Moses del Medigo the Jew, 
who was tried by the district prosecutors in the course of their duties, when incarcerated by the district 
mayors in the Levant, under indictment for crucifying lambs in contempt of Our Lord, and led onwards 
by the spirit of the Devil, on that day he moved his piss-pot from its proper place in contempt for the 
Crucifix and placed it beneath the image of Jesus Christ Crucified, and when the other jail-birds told him 
off about it, he started to say that Christians adore pictures and planks, and that they even slaughtered 
pigs, after which he started to say that our Holy Virgin was a witch and that she taught Jesus to take 
revenge and she had three husbands and other children”’]. The Avogaria requested "quod procedatur 
contra Abbam ebreum Moisis de Creta qui existens carceratus proper fidem, dictus spiritu diabolico in 
maximam ignominiam fidei catolice multa turpissima verba dixit contra virginem Mariam et Jesus 
Christum accipiendo zangulam et eam ponendo ante crucifium". [“that Abba, the Jew from Crete, be 
tried who, being incarcerated for his faith, led onwards by the spirit of the Devil, and spoke with the 
greatest ignominy of the Catholic Faith against the Virgin mary and Jesus Christ, taking his piss-pot and 
placing it beneath the crucifix” ] The sentence established that "captum fuit quod iste Abbas stare debeat 
uno anno in carceribus et solvat libras mille advocatoribus comunis" [“‘if he was captured the said Abba 
should spend one year in jail and pay one thousand pounds to the municipal prosecutor’s office’] (ASV, 
Avogaria di Comun, Raspe, 3650 (I), c. 49rv., 30 October 1452). On the custom of desecrating 
crucifixes and other sacred images, placing them in the latrines or using them as eccentric coverings for 
piss-pots and chamber pots; see C. Cluse, Stories of Breaking and Taking the Cross. A Possible Context 
for the Oxford Incident of 1268 , in "Revue d'Histoire Ecclesiastique", XV (1995), p. 218. 


28. On the figure of Abbadi Mosé del Medigo and his family see, in particular, Carpi, L ’individuo e la 


collettivita, cit., pp. 230-233. 
29. Capsali, Seder Eliyahu Zuta, cit., vol. I, p. 253. 


30. ASV, Avogaria di Comun, reg. 3660, cc. 107r-108r.: the trial of Abramo di David da Soncino, the 
client, and Bonaventura di Abramo da Feltre, the accomplice, guilty of the murder of "Elia greco", son 
of Abba del Medigo, "prestatore a Soave", was held at Venice at the beginning of the month of 
December of 1505. It appears that in 1056, Abba's widow, Ritte, was occupied in matters related to the 
estate of the deceased son (cfr. Carpi, L ’individuo e la collettivita, cit. p. 232). The murder of Elia the 
Greek (but not the identification of Elia the Greek with Elia, son of Abba del Medigo) is mentioned in 
M. Melchiorre, Gli ebrei a Feltre nel Quattrocento. Una storia rimossa, in G.M. Varanni and R.C. 
Mueller, Ebrei nella Terraferma veneta del Quattrocento, Florence, 2005, p. 101, no. 73. 


31. Cfr. Jacoby, Les juifs at Venice, cit., p. 172. 


32. Cfr. Gardenal, Ludovico Foscarini e la medicina, cit., pp. 251-263. On the position of the Jewish 
physician in Renaissance Italy and the frequent disputes in his regard, see, among others, A. Toaff, II 
vino et la carne. Una communita ebraica nel Medievo , Bologna, 1989, pp. 265-285; G. Cosmacini, 
Medicina e mondo ebraico. Dalla Bibbia al secolo dei ghetti, Bari, ,2001, pp. 143-211. 


33. See, in this regard, M.J.C. Lowry, Humanism and Anti-Semitism in Renaissance Venice. The Strange 
Story of "Décor Puellarum", in "La Bibliofilia", LXX XVII (1985), pp. 39-54. in view of the fact 
Foscarini had been incarcerated in the two-year period of 1460-1461, the city business permits granted 
by Venice to the Jewish doctors (and first of all to Yehudah messer Leon) should have been signed in 
that period. Notwithstanding Foscarini's protest, on the request of the Doge Cristoforo Moro, the 
Cardinal Bessarione, Papal legate, dated 17 December 1463, confirmed that these agreements were 
respected. 


34. Cfr. Gardenal Ludovico Foscarini e la medicina, cit., p. 260. "Nuperrime quidam Iudeus togatus, 
auro circumdatus, demissis capillis, severa facie ausus est nobillissiumis matronis in generosa familia 
lacrimantibus oculis dicere: compatior ignorantiae vestae quia creditis Deum factorem coeli et terrae ses 
manducandum preabere et non dedignari lenonum impurissimorum et vulgatissimarum meretricium 


Ora. 


35. Cfr. M.A. Shulvass, Racconto delle tribolazioni passate in Italia, in "Hebrew Union College 
Annual", XXII (1949), pp. 1-21 (17) (in Hebrew). The anonymous chronicle has been republished by I. 
Sonne, Da Paolo IV a Pio V, Jerusalem, 1954, pp. 183-202 (pp. 200-201) (in Hebrew). 


36. Fra Francesco Suriano, writing before 1483, noted with ill-concealed pride that the Jewish women of 
Venice, when they gave birth, often did not hesitate to ask the Virgin Mary for help, in a paradoxical, 
self-interested cult with magical connotations (F. Suriano, I] trattato di Terra Santa e dell'Oriente , by 
G. Golubuvich, 1900, p. 94-95): "Li Iudei similiter sono constrecti de reverirla (la Vergine Maria); e 


secundo che ho udito da obstretricie digne di fede, ne l'alma cita de Venetia e christiane che se sono 
retrovate alquante volte arcoglier loro fioli nel parto de piu Hebree, le qual testificavono e dicevono che 
non partuire senza la sua invocazione e recommendazione; et vede che loro mariti spargeano per la 
camara alquante monede d'argento furlane, le qual hano la sua ymagine. Ricevuta la gratia, e liberata dal 
parto, scopano e bugliano fori de la fenestra quelle monede, e diceano: "fora Maria, fora 

Maria!” [“Similarly, the Jews are compelled to revere Her (the Virgin Mary); and according to what I 
have heard from trustworthy midwives who went to assist several Jewesses in childbirth in the Christian 
city of Venice, they testified and said that the Jewesses never give birth without Her invocation and 
recommendation; their husbands toss a few Friulian silver coins around the room, bearing Her image. 
When they have received Her blessing and are freed from childbirth, they sweep them up and throw 
them out the window, saying ‘Get out, Mary, Mary get out!’’’]. The quotation appears in D. Nissim, Due 
viaggi in Palestina, in "La Rassegna Mensile di Israel", XL (1974), pp. 256-259 (259). However one 
wishes to take Franciscan's picturesque account, it seems to be a fact that, towards the end of the 
Fifteenth century, Jewish women giving birth in Venice were very numerous. It should be noted, without 
surprise, that such a practice was still widespread among Jewish women two centuries later, as testified 
to by Giulio Morosini (Derekh Emunah. Via delle fede mostrata agli ebrei, Rome Propaganda Fiede, 
1683, pp. 1050-1051). 


37. Cfr. D. Nissim, Un"minian" di ebrei ashkenaziti a Venezia negli anni 1465-1480, in "Italia", XVI 
(2004), p. 43. 


38. The little information on the origins of the Jewish community in Trent, from the episcopal privilege 
of 1403 to the money lending agreements and legal disputes of the mid-Fifteen Century, are contained in 
G. Menestrina, Gli ebrei a Trento, in "Tridentum", VI (1903), pp. 304-316, 348-374, 384-411. This 
information has been utilized, without addition, by the following authors: C. Andreolli, Una 
ricognizione delle communita ebraiche nel Trentinto tra XIV e XVII secolo , in "Materiali di lavoro", 
1988, nn. 1-4, pp. 151-181; Po-Chia Hsia, Trent 1475 , cit., pp. 14-25, as well as D. Rando's recent 
monograph, Dai margini la memoria. Johannes Hinderbach (1418-1486), Bologna, 2003, pp. 457-491, 
and S. Luzzi, Stranieri in citta. Presenza tedesca e societa urbana a Trento (secoli XV-XVIII), Bologna, 
2003, pp. 180-194. In this regard, see also F. Ghetta, Fra Bernardino Tomitano da Feltre e gli ebrei di 
Trento nel 1475, in "Civis", suppl. 2 (1986), pp. 129-177. 


39. Mosé di Samuele da Trento and the wife of Dolce di Ezzelino (Anshel Asher) had five children, 
Samuele, Ezechia, Benedetto known as Barukh, Perentina and Osella (Feige). Moise's testament was 
ratified at Trent on 10 June 1423 (cfr. M. Davide, Il ruolo economico delle donne nelle communita 
ebraiche di Trieste e di Treviso nei secoli XIV e XV ,, in "Zhakhor. Rivista di storia degli ebrei d'Italia", 
VII, 2004, pp. 193-212 [206-208]. 


40. Cfr. Menestrina, Ebrei a Trento, cit., pp. 304-306. 


41. Cfr. ibidem, pp. 307-308 


42. Now Conegliano Veneto. 


43. Angelo da Verona reached Trent in 1407. On that occasion, Hinderbach seized from the money 
lender, whom he called “hebreum qui venit huc (sc. a Trento), de Brixia sive eius territorio”, an 
illuminated manuscript of the Vitae sanctorum (cfr. “Pro Bibliotheca erigenda”. Mostra di manoscritti 
ed incunabili del vescovo di Trento Iohannes Hinderbach , 1465-1486, Trent, 1989, p. 69. 


44. Cfr. Luzzi, Stranieri in citta, pp. 180-185. 


45. "Sarra ivit in canipam ipsius et se lavit in fossato ibi existente [...] quia passa fuerat menstrua Sarra 
diebus precedentibus, quia est de more Iudeorum quod mulieres Iudee post menstruase lavent." 
Deposition of Samuele of Nuremberg of 7 June 1475. Sarah was the wife of Maestro Tobias of 
Magdeburg (cfr. Esposito and Quaglioni, Processi, cit., vol. I, p. 244). 


46. "Ipsi Iudei portant duos cultellos in una vagina, quorum uno utuntur ad incisionem carnium, altero 
ad lacticinia" [“This Jew carried two knives in a sheate, one to cut meat, the other to cut dairy 
products” ]. Deposition of Samuele of Nuremberg dated 7 June 1475 (cfr. ibidem, p. 246). "Moris est [...] 
portare duos coltellos in una vagina, quorum uno utuntur ad lacticinia, altero vero ad carnes". Deposition 
di Mosé "the Old Man" of Wiirzburg, dated 4 April 1475 (cfr. ibidem, p. 354). 


47. On the extermination of the five hundred Jews of the community of Vienna in 1421, known in the 
Hebraic sources such as the Gezerah, i.e., "the persecution", see S. Krauss, Die Wiener Geserah vom 
Jahre 1421, Vienna, 1920; O.H. Stowasser, Zur Geschichte der Wiener Geserah, in "Vierteljahresheft 
fur Sozial - und Wirtschaftsgeschichte" , XVI (1922), pp. 104-118; Sh. Spitzer, Das Wiener Judentum 
bis zur Vertreibung im Jahre 1421 , in "Kairos", II (1977), pp. 134-145. 


48. On Hinderbach's attitude towards the Jews, before and after the events at Trent, see, in particular, I. 
Rogger and M. Bellabarbia, I] 


principe vescovo Johannes Hinderbach (1465-1486) fra tardo Medioevo e Umanesmo , Atti del 
Convegno promosso dall Biblioteca Communale di Trento (2-6 October 1989), Bologna, 1992; Po-Chia 
Hsia, Trent 1475, cit., pp. 1-13, and above all, Rando, Dai margini la memoria , cit. Pp. 457-491. 


49. "Hiis diebus apud Tergestum Italiae civitatem a Venetis obsessiam alias fuit, in qua milites 
ultamontanes equos, asinos, canes, gattos, et sorices comederunt [...] quorum tanta fuit constantia fidei 
ut, priusquam urbem ob inediam deserere aut dedere (vellent), ita apud se statuerunt humanam prius 
Tudeorum, qui intus erant, [...] cammem vesci" [Approximately: “In those days, Trent, a city in Italy, was 
besieged by Venice, and the ultramontane defenders ate horses, donkeys, dogs, cats, and mice [...]; such 
was their constancy in the faith that, that when they were about to have to give up the city, they decided 
to nourish themselves on flesh of the Jews who lived there’’] (cfr. Rando, Dai margini la memoria, cit. 
pp. 168-169). 


50. Burcardo di Andwil, Bellum Venetum, Bellum ducis Sigismundi contra Venetos (1487), in Carmina 
varia, by M. Welber, Rovereto, 1987, p. 105. 


51. Cfr. Rando, Dai margini la memoria, cit. pp. 478-491. 


52. Ristretto della vita e martirio di S. Simone fanciullo della citta di Trento, Rome Filipp Neri alle 
Muratte, 1594, p. 4. 


53. Cfr. Rando, Dai margini la memoria, cit., pp. 483-487. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
PORTOBUFFOLE, VOLPEDO, ARENA PO, MAROSTICA, RINN 


On 6 July 1480, three Jews accused of ritual child murder, required for the performance of their 
Passover rites, during the Passover period of that year, were executed at Venice. Servadio da Colonia, 
money lender at Portobuffoleé, Mosé da Treviso and Giacobbe of Cologne (1), having confessed -- 
sometimes spontaneously and sometimes under torture -- were impaled and burned alive in public in the 
Piazza San Marco, between the two columns of San Marco and San Todaro. Another defendant, 
Giacobbe “with the beard”, committed suicide in prison to avoid torture. Other Jews, from Portobuffole 
and Treviso, were condemned to various punishments of imprisonment for complicity in the crime and 
thereafter banned from Venice and its territory. Tried and condemned before the podesta of 
Portobuffole, the Venetian Andrea Dolfin, the defendants had appealed to the Avogaria di Commun, but, 
notwithstanding the fact that they were defended by some of the best lawyers in Padua, their sentence 
was upheld (2). 


According to the indictment, a small wandering beggar about six years of age, a native of Seriate in the 
Bergamo region, had been abducted from the market place at Treviso, where he had been begging, by 
two Jews, who were alleged to have taken him to nearby Portobuffolé, on the Livenza river, in an 
eventful journey, the stages of which did not pass entirely unobserved by travelers and boatmen. Here, in 
the dwelling of the local money lender, Servadio, who was also the instigator of the abduction, the cruel 
crime was said to have been committed for ritual purposes, in the presence and with the active 
participation of other local and foreign Jews. After draining off the blood, the perpetrators burnt the 
body in the oven of a house owned by Mosé da Treviso, another money lender at Portobuffole. 
Denunciations and informer's reports, including Donato, Seradio's servant, then converted to 
Christianity, are said to have led to the indictment 
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of the Jewish defendants and to their condemnation for the murder of the nameless little victim, 
immediately rebaptized under the name of Sebastiano Novello, of obvious significance. 


Portobuffole, like so many other small centres of the Marca of Treviso and the territory of Venice, was, 
in the 15th century the seat of a community of Ashkenazi Jews, the traces of which have remained in 
Hebraic manuscript texts, copied in that small city in the years preceding the Sebastiano Novello murder 
(3). The chronicle of this cruel execution, as described by the diarist apologists of the time, inform us 
that at least one of the defendants, Servadio, faced death in prayer, accompanied by contemptuous 
remarks about Christianity (4). This detail may be related to the legendary story of a stone slab, walled 
in the Ashkenazim synagogue Scola Canton of the ghetto of Venice, containing a verse from the psalms 


(32:10: 'Many sorrows shall be to the wicked: but he that trusteth in the Lord, mercy shall encompass 
him ’). In the local Hebraic tradition, this phrase is said to have been pronounced by Servadio himself, 
among the flames of the stake in the Piazza San Marco. During these terrible moments, the condemned 
man is said to have taken the time to point out the unhappy informer, his servant Donato, baptized under 
the name of Sebastiano, to the Jews in the crowd, who were present at this terrifying ceremony. The 
spectators are said to have included Josef, cantor of the synagogue of Portobuffolé (who was perhaps the 
same Fays who acted as teacher in Servadio’s dwelling), who is said to have interpreted the Psalm with a 
new meaning, imparted by the person reciting it: "The bitter pains which I suffer, will fall on the 
wicked" (5). Thus history and hagiography became confused, while the authenticity and memory of the 
child’s true martyrdom ricocheted back and forth between Christians and Jews. 


Milan, summer of 1482. A brother of the Order of the Serviti, Giovanni Guerra, and Simone, Jew of 
Tortona were publicly executed by order of the Duke. Guerra was said to have been accused of 
barbarously killing a child about nine years of age, near the farmhouse Scorticavacca di Volpedo, near 
Tortona, on Holy Tuesday of that year; the second defendant was accused of instigating the friar to 
commit the crime, so as to obtain the blood of a Christian child, as required for the Jewish Passover 
rites. Both defendants confessed. In the preceding May, a special commission had left the Court of the 
Sforzas with the assignment of investigating the cruel death of Giovannino Costa, a young shepherd, 
who was accustomed to coming down from the hills to Tortona to sell eggs and butter on market days 


(6). 
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The diligent commissioner ordered the arrest of all the members of the little Jewish community of 
German origin, including Madio (Mohar, Meir), the local money lender, and the requisition of all 
pledges deposited in the bank. The persons under investigation were subsequently transferred to Milan. 
At the conclusion of the investigation, the culpability of the Jew Simone, the instigator, and the 
"scoundrel friar", the unnatural, cruel executioner, was clearly established. The other persons under 
investigation, including the banker, were released, following a finding that they had had nothing to do 
with the crime, and were permitted to leave Tortona. 


From the official correspondence sent by the court of the Sforzas to the podesta and the bishop of 
Tortona, we learn that: 


"A certain homicide being committed during the past Holy Days against the person of a boy, at the 
instance of certain Jews in the diocese of Derthona, the following persons are held in prison here: Fra 
Giovanni Guerra of the Order of the Servants, and one Simon, a Jew, who did not deny having 
committed the said excess, the horrible and detestable nature of which, in the eyes of any faithful 
Christian, we leave to you to judge [...]. The wicked friar, with many wounds, cruelly killed the innocent 
boy in the region of Derthona to sell his blood to the Jews” (7). 


The death of the presumed guilty parties and the prompt release of the other suspected Jews were 


insufficient to restore equilibrium to their relations with the community of Tortona. Many Jews 
emigrated elsewhere, the others became Christian. Simon's widow, executed at Milan, was left with a 
daughter, who took the name of Michela. Simon’s other four sons, two aged less than seven, and the 
other two ten and twelve respectively, were made to take refuge with the Jews of Piacenza, out of fear 
that they might be converted to Christianity. On 24 April 1483, the Duke of Milan, under pressure from 
the justly impatient bishop of Tortona, Giacomo Botta, requested the podesta of Piazenza to do 
everything possible to ensure that his two smaller sons were returned with speed to Donna Michela to 
receive the holy baptism (8). 


In the collective memory of the Ashkenazi Jews of Northern Italy, the crime of Volpedo was to appear 
rather similar to that of Trent; it is true that Yoseph Ha-Cohen (Giuseppe Sacerdoti), one of the most 
famous Jewish chroniclers of the 16th century, after sadly reporting the events linked to the martyrdom 
of Simonino, observed that "in those years, the Jews in the territory of Tortona were slandered because 
of a Jew of the place, as had happened at Trent, and here, as well, the boy, named Giovannino, was 
called a saint; 
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and the people went fornicating behind him, and for us, it was only harm and disgrace" (9). 


The Volpedo case, involving a criminal wearing the cassock of a brother in the Holy Orders, was not an 
isolated one. In the summer of 1481, a Minorite Franciscan friar was arrested at Cortemaggiore ona 
charge of accepting a commission from local Jews to commit a child murder intended to provide them 
with Christian blood for their Passover, the generous commission amounting to four hundred gold 
ducats. Placed in a cage and appended from the bell tower at Cremona, the friar was left to die slowly of 
starvation, after which his body became a feast for birds of prey (10). The documents say nothing of the 
fate of the Jews, the presumed instigators of this holy homicide. 


Arena, April 1479. In this village on the banks of the Po river, a child disappeared along the road from 
Padua to Piacenza during the Passover period of that year, while suspicion immediately fell on the local 
money lenders Bellomo di Madio (Simha Bunim b. Meir), and his entourage. Finally, David, employed 
by Bellomo, decided to spill the beans and reveal the particulars of this obscure crime. His patron had 
commissioned Donato, a Jew from Padua, to abduct a Christian child "to prepare for the Jewish 
ceremonies". Conveyed in secrecy to Bellomo’s dwelling, the child, known only by the nickname 
“Turlulu’”, was said to have been cruelly crucified in a holy ceremony with the participation of all the 
local Jews and others from other neighboring villages. The little victim’s body is finally said to have 
been thrown by night into the muddy waters of the Po (11). 


This was considered sufficient to proceed with the arrest of the parties guilty of this brutal crime, as well 
as that of their accomplices, both men and women, including Bellomo’s wife, who uselessly but 
vehemently protested her husband’s innocence. Sacle (Izchak), a money lender from the Borgo San 
Giovanni, in the Piacenza region, who had, years before, been mentioned in the defendant’s depositions 


at the Trent trial as an habitual consumer of Christian blood, and had for this reason been exposed to 
more than a few minor risks, was also arrested and taken to Pavia, where he was to be tried (12). 


In the meantime, Donato, the supposed author of the abduction and one of the principal perpetrators of 
the child’s crucifixion, at the conclusion of a difficult interrogation confessed everything and pointed an 
accusing finger at Belomo and his family. The podesta of Pavia lost no time and proceeded with the 
seizure and confiscation of all the goods of the Jews of Arena. 
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But then a sensation occurred. Turlulu, the crucified child, turned up perfectly safe and sound. His body, 
examined by physicians and experts with all due diligence, didn’t even have a scratch on it. At this 
point, Gian Galeazzo Maria Sforza and his mother, the duchess Bona, imperiously requested that 
Bellomo and Donato, the principle defendant, accused of a ritual infanticide that never happened, were 
transferred, without further delay, to Milan, together with the resurrected boy. 


The protests of the Pavian authorities, who desired unperturbedly to proceed with preparations for the 
trial, as if nothing had happened, produced no effect. The guileless Turlurlu was presented on a seat in 
the Senate, in Milan, unaware of the reasons for all the hullabaloo, having himself become the principal 
personage in a sort of “virtual” ritual homicide. His interrogation helped disperse the fog of mystery 
which still envelopes this grotesque tale. Finally, as might have been anticipated, Bellomo and Donato 
were acquitted of all charges in the indictment for a crime which was never committed, were released 
from jail and permitted to return to Arena. 


The Duke of Milan and his mother did not fail to voice their own profound disappointment to the rulers 
of Pavia in a missive, sent after the release of the Jews, written without any moderation of discourse: 
"We are amazed, not without annoyance, by this scandalous invention, of which have just caused such 
great inconvenience to both people and subjects". He concluded the letter, celebrating his own sense of 
justice and equanimity, "that we have caused the truth to be known about such a scandalous imputation". 
The Duke then demanded that the property illegally seized at Bellomo and other Jews of Arena be 
immediately returned (13). 


One month later, there was still no change in the situation, and, as a result of the protests from the Jews, 
the Duke of Milan repeated, with renewed vigor, his request that the goods seized from them at the time 
should be returned. The response, from the podesta of Pavia, is an inimitable example of both 
impudence and insensitivity. He would release the Jews’ property, and sign it back over to them, but the 
heavy burden of procedural costs, plus the salaries of all judges, notaries and functionaries having 
concerned themselves with the case, would have to be paid by the acquitted defendants. The ineffable 
podesta said that he was fully convinced that the Jews would be open-minded and well disposed to 
accede to the paradoxical statement that, "for so little money, I am certain the Jews will not prove 
themselves too unwilling" (14). 
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The facts of the Arena case led the representatives of the Jewish communities of Lombardy to appeal to 
Gian Galeazzo Maria Sforza, so that he might defend them from the ritual murder accusations which 
were spreading dangerously, like a spot of oil on water, throughout all the territories at that time, 
threatening to conclude in the same tragic manner as the Trent affair. Nor could the confessions, often 
extorted with torture and violence, constitute valid proof linking the Jews to such horrendous crimes, as 
indicated by the outcome of the affair at Arena Po ("the accused, at the said locality of Arena, as a result 
of the tremendous torments inflicted upon them in various parts of the body, confessed to committing a 
crime of which they were innocent, and confined in the Castello, and in the Casa del Capitanio di 
Giustizia, for acknowledging that what they had said was actually true, and if God, in his grace, had not 
sent word that the boy had been found, they would have fared worse than the defendants at Trent, which 
only God knows whether it was true or not, and let us just hope that God makes a demonstration of the 
truth in due time"). The Arena case was not an isolated one. The Jews, in their appeal of 19 May 1479, 
informed Sforza that other, repeated, accusations of ritual infanticide, all proving false and inconsistent, 
had been made over the last few months in various cities of the Dukedom, from Pavia to Valenza, from 
Stradella to Bormio (15). 


"The following case occurred two months ago: in Valenza, finding that a boy was missing, suspicion 
being aroused against the Jews of that region, the Jews were badly threatened, and if, by the grace of 
God, the boy had not been found drowned in a ditch, they would certainly have suffered worse. 
Similarly, a boy from Monte Castillo being lost, the Jews of that region were accused, but the boy was 
later found [...]. 


The same thing happened at Bormio, as well as at Pavia: a boy remained outside the bridge of Ticino 
after nightfall and was taken in by a gentleman, to stay at his house, so as to return him to his own home; 
and as the boy was not immediately found, suspicion fell upon the Jews, with much murmuring against 
the Jews; a house was searched with many threats, in such a way that the patron of the house fled in fear 
and has still not returned. And if the boy had not then been found, the Jews would not have been without 
danger and serious trouble, as happened to the Jews of Stradella, as well as at Pavia, which were sacked, 
causing the people to grumble, at the risk of raising a great scandal and disorder to the detriment and 
danger of the State of Your Illustrious Lordship” (16). 


After stating the classical motives, which should have deprived the ritual murder accusation of all 
credibility, particularly, in light of the Biblical prohibition against killing and against the consumption of 
blood, the 
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representatives of the Jewish communities of Lombardy added another motive, which to our minds 
appears seems odd. In the lands of the Great Turk, where powerful and wealthy Jews lived and 
prospered, owning large numbers of Christian slaves, both adults and children, it was said to be an easy 


matter for Jews to procure the blood of Christian children without running any risk to their persons and 
property at all. 


But this did not occur, and there was no news from those regions of child murders committed by Jews 
for ritual purposes. 


"There are, it is said there, innumerable rich Jews in the lands of the Turks, Moors and other infidels, 
who hold slaves and servants, and are able to have the [Christian] boys at their pleasure, to do what they 
liked with them without respect or danger, which does not prevent them from doing such things in the 
lands of the Christians, at the price of great danger, not only to their property but also to their 

person” (17). 


The argument could just as easily have been turned around. Even the most inveterate anti-Semites knew 
in fact that the accusations of ritual murder and profanation of the Host were confined to relatively small 
geographical areas, which included all Jewish communities of the German-language regions, as well as 
all the Ashkenazi regions in Italy, at the foot of the Alps (18). Giovanni Hinderbach himself, in the 
autographic preamble to the trials, explained the manner in which the child murder committed by the 
Jews of Trent was in no way a novelty. 


"In fact", he added, "the impiety of the Jews has come cruelly to light over the past few years in many 
cities and localities of Germany, as well as in regions such as Swabia and Bavaria, Austria and Styria, 
the Rhineland and Saxony, as well as in Poland and Hungary" (19). The lands of the Great Turk were 
obviously excluded. 


Not many years had passed since the incidents at Arena, Portobuffolé and Volpedo, when a new ritual 
murder case came to light, upsetting the lives of the Jewish communities of northern Italy. During Holy 
Week, April of 1485, in Valrovina, in the territories of the Marostica 


region, a five-year old child, Lorenzino Sossio, was found murdered, his body horribly mutilated (20). 
The macabre discovery, at the feet of an oak tree in a pasture on the upland plain, was made by a local 
goatherd, while a hermit ("a devout hermit, who had long been a spectator and had diligently observed 
everything") informed the authorities and populace that the killers had committed the horrendous crime 
by mutilating 
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poor Lorenzino in the foreskin (21), "inflicting upon him by force of repeated punctures and wounds in 
the blood vessels", finally stoning the body and covering it with stones. The news was immediately 
disseminated that the persons responsible for the ritual murder were Jews, from Bassano, "having come 
to the Vicentino for business or pleasure, but perhaps principally to commit the crime". Thus the 
chronicles reported the tragic fate of Lorenzino Sossio da Valrovina, later beatified as Simoncino of 
Trent, de quo adest traditio cum fuisse ab hebreis occisum [of whom tradition has it that he was killed 


by the Jews]. 


"In 1485, 5 April in the Villa di Valrovina under Marostica in the territory of the Vicentino region, the 
Jews stoned the Sainted Lorenzino, 5 years old, and buried him several times under rocks; but one of his 
arms always extended from the grave. Once discovered, the delinquents were punished, and all the Jews 
were expelled by the above mentioned residents of the Vicentino from their City and District; and the 
Serenissima Prince of Venice confirmed the sentence by Ducal order in 1486" (22). 


Five years later, in the spring of 1500, the podesta of Vicenza, Alvise Moro, informed the Venetian 
authorities that the "devote hermit", sole eyewitness to the crime, after being incarcerated and duly 
tortured, had revealed the name of the person guilty of Lorenzino’s murder. The murderer was alleged to 
be ben Marcuccio, money lender at Bassano ("which hermit is in prison here, and would like permission 
to speak, wishing to know the truth: that if they took one Marcuzzo, a Jew, they would find out 
something [...] take the Jew, accused of killing the boy, and take Marchuzo da Bassan, and you will 
learn the truth, is what the hermit said, in those very words") (23). 


Marcuccio was the son of Lazzaro Sacerdote of Treviso, who worked at Cittadella and was a nephew of 
Salamone da Piove di Sacco (24). 


Active at Bassano although highly unpopular locally, he had until then enjoyed the protection of Venice, 
constant over time, the City having renewed his ten-year money lending permit in April 1499 (25). We 
do not know whether the tardy revelations of the "devote hermit" induced Marcuccio to leave Bassano 
and turn over the management of the local money lending bank. But that was precisely what happened: 
after the nephew of Salamone da Piove had become, it seems, the principal protagonist of a tardy trial, 
brought at Vicenza for the murder of the boy Marostica. However that may be, even in that region, the 
mystery of the crime was not solved, nor were the guilty ever identified with certainty. 
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In the light of what we have just observed, it seems obvious that the expulsion of the Jews from Vicenza 
in 1486 and the cessation of their money-lending activities were not related to the presumed martyrdom 
of the Saint Lorenzino (26). Of course, none of this will discourage historians, scholars and local priests 
constantly on the lookout for more or less imaginary holy personages by means of whom their own 
poverty-stricken, obscure village or locality may be exalted, causing it to perform an otherwise 
inconceivable quantum leap of fame. 


Twenty three years before, at Rinn, diocese of Bressanone, on the road to Innsbruck. A company of 
Jewish merchants, returning from the fair at Merano, were traversing a small village in the Tyrol and 
bumped into a three-year old child, Andrea Oxner. Having informed themselves as to his family, the 
Jews knew that the mother was far from home, in the fields at Ambras reaping wheat, and that little 
Andrea had been entrusted to the care of his godfather, the “Weisselbauer” of Rinn, Hannes Mayr. 
Employing every possible stratagem and pretext, the Jews induced this dishonest peasant to hand the 


child over to them, promising that they would take him away with them to live a life of ease and 
comfort. But they had no intention of traveling very far with him. Stopping in a birch tree thicket, a little 
ways above Rinn, "the innocent victim’s veins were barbarously and cruelly severed by those inhuman 
creatures, who then hung the bloodless cadaver from a tree". Having obtained the Christian blood which 
they needed, the Jewish merchants hurried to leave the scene, crossing the northern confines of the Tyrol 
on the road to Ellbogen (27). 


The martyred child’s body was discovered by the desperate mother. The godfather, under intense 
interrogation, admitted entrusting Andrea to the Jews on the promise that they would educate the child in 
luxury and riches. He then confessed that he had been persuaded by innumerable glasses of wine, drunk 
in the company of those foreigners, and a hatful of gold coins which had been placed in his hand. The 
impious Mayr’s fate was signed, more by God than by men. "The perfidious peasant who sold the child 
was condemned to perpetual imprisonment in his own house, linked with chains, where he lived 
imprisoned and mad for a good two whole years" (28). Thus recites the implausible hagriography of 
Andrea of Rinn, which is full of gaps and for which there is no convincing contemporary 
documentation. The report remains inextricably linked to local traditions whose relationship to reality 
can only leave one perplexed and dubious. 
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Nevertheless, the cardinal Lorenzo Ganganelli, later Pope Clement XIV, in his famous report of 19 
January 1760, presented to the Congregation of the Holy Office, with which he intended in general to 
absolve the Jews from the accusation of ritual infanticide, made an exception, in addition to for the 
martyrdom of Simon of Trent, also for that of Andreas of Rinn. The two cases were to be considered 
exceptional events, not to be generalized, but were nevertheless concrete and real (29): 


"[ therefore admit as true the fact of the sainted Simon, the boy of three years of age killed by Jews in 
hatred of the faith of Jesus Christ in Trent in the year 1475 [...] I accept as true another crime, committed 
in the village of Rinn, diocese of Bressanone, in 1462, against the sainted Andrea, a boy barbarously 
killed by the Jews in hatred of the faith of Jesus Christ [...] I do not, however, believe, even admitting as 
true the true facts of Bressanone and Trent, that one can justifiably deduce that this is a maxim, either 
theoretical or practical, of the Hebrew nation, since two events alone are insufficient to establish a 
certain and common axiom" (30). 


The accused in the Trent trial in 1475, under torture, supplied ample testimony of ritual homicides 
committed, according to them, in the preceding years in the German-speaking lands from which they 
came, and in the centers of northern Italy where communities of Ashkenazi Jews had formed more or 
less recently. The defendants were alleged to have assisted or participated in these murders directly; in 
some cases, they had only heard about them from others. Sometimes they were able to remember the 
names of the other Jews who had taken part. 


Isacco da Gridel, near Vedera, immigrated from Voitsberg, a village near Cleburg, was employed as a 


cook by Angelo of Verona, one of the principle defendants in the trial for the death of Simonino. In 
1460, Isacco attended the lower courses of a Talmudic school at Worms, in the territory of the 
Rhineland, and it was there that he participated in a ritual murder, a little before Passover. A Jew by the 
name of Hozelpocher is said to have purchased a two-year old child from a Christian beggar at a very 
high price and to have taken the child to his dwelling in the Jewish quarter. The murder is said to have 
been committed here, in the spacious "stufa" [parlor] of the house, in a collective ritual, with the 
participation of about forty local Jews. The blood is said to have been gathered in a glass receptacle, but 
is not said to have reached the quantity of liquid contained in two egg shells (31). 
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Joav of Ansbach in Franconia was a domestic servant in the house of the Maestro Tobias da Magdeburg, 
the occulist physician of Trent. Joav had recently immigrated from the city of Prince Bishop 
Hinderbach, and had previously rendered service in the house of a Jew named Mohar (Meir) at 
Wiirzburg for over fifteen years. During this period, Joav testified to having seen the Christian servant, 
Elisabeth Baumgartner, assigned to housework, which was forbidden to Jews on Sabbath days, introduce 
Christian children into the dwelling, in secrecy and during the night, on at least three occasions. The 
murders were said to have been committed in the wood-shed, in a collective ritual which then concluded 
in the chapel-synagogue, in a ceremony with the participation of numerous local Jews. The blood was 
gathered in a silver chalice, while the children’s bodies were buried at night in a terrain owned by 
Mohar, outside the city (32). Mosé of Ansbach, the young teacher of Maestro Tobias’s children, for his 
part, informed the judges that, in 1472, while he was working at Nuremberg, he had learned that a ritual 
murder had been committed approximately eight years beforehand, in the dwelling of a certain Mayer 
Pilmon, in the presence of and with the participation of all the males of the family (33). 


Mose da Bamberg was a poor traveler who, having left Bayreuth with his son on his way to Pavia, had 
stopped for a brief stay in the city of Trent, as a guest in money lender Samuele da Nuremberg’s house, 
and had, to his disgrace, been present during the tragic days of the murder, confessing his knowledge of 
the murders to the judges. In 1466, on the road from Frankfurt on the Oder, in the Marca of 
Brandenburg, while transporting some goods to be sold in that city, he had stumbled across some 
professional child hunters. While traveling through a thick forest, Mosé had, in fact, encountered two 
Jews, remembering only the their first names, Salamone and Giacobbe, in the act of preparing to hurl 
into a nearby river the bodies of two boys, massacred by them previously. Their prey had been captured 
in a small peasant village at the foot of the forest (34). The two hunters showed the appalled Mose their 
tin-plated iron bottles, filled with red liquid, and were satisfied at the thought that they were going to 
rake in a tidy sum through the sale of that liquid. But they needed the money to live (35). 


Whether or not this was all simply a Grimm's Brothers fairy tale, which might well be told at the right 
time and place to frighten children and give them sleepless nights, we don't know. It is certain that the 
poor Mosé da Bamberg could not precisely remember the identity of the two hunters and was unable to 
locate the 
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forest in which the crimes had been committed; nor did he know the names of the two victims or the 
village from which they had been abducted, or the name of the river into which they were said to have 
been thrown. He recited this fantastic confession before his attentive inquisitors, oscillating, suspended 
by a rope tied around his feet and his head downwards (36). 


Israel of Brandenburg, the strange young painter, later baptized under the name of Wolfgang, knew how 
to be loquacious when he had to be, and had heaps of picturesque ritual murder tales to tell, tales which 
had reached his ears more or less directly, with which to regale his avid and powerful interlocutors. He 
had allegedly gathered this information for several months, moving from the Rhineland to the Tyrol, 
then down to Venice, traveling through the cities of the Veneto. He claimed to possess first hand 
information on the ritual murders of Christian children committed at Giizenhausen in 1461 and Wending 
ten years afterwards. At Piove di Sacco and Feltre, Jews from his native country had told him of the 
ritual murders recently committed at Padua and at Mestre (37). 


The women in the trial were no less prominent and their report of the child murders committed by their 
men, husbands, parents, friends and friends, were precise and detailed. Bona, Angelo da Verona’s sister, 
was a survivor of family and marital problems. She had lived with her stepfather, Chaim, from the time 
she was a little girl, first at Conegliano del Friuli and then at Mestre. When she was little over fourteen 
years old, she had been married off, against her will, to Madio (Meir), a Jew from Borgomanero in the 
Novara region. Madio had a reputation as a madman and a thoroughly bad egg, who, after wasting the 
already scanty family fortune in gambling, had abandoned her, moving elsewhere. As a result, Bona had 
retumed to her mother's house at Conegliano del Friuli, and was then taken to Trent with her mother 
Brunetta (Briinnlein), also an unhappy and frustrated woman, as the more or less welcome guests of her 
brother, Angelo da Verona, who had, in recent years, been able to scrape together a small fortune in the 
money trade. Before the judges, Bona admitted to using Christian blood during the Passover period, 
beginning as early as her brief matrimonial journey to Borgomanero. Her husband Madio had obtained it 
from a carpenter friend, guilty of killing a boy for this purpose from Masserano in Piedmont. 


"(Bona) [said that], during the entire time that she stayed with the said husband (Madio), her husband 
used the blood of a Christian child [...] and she did the same during the three year period of her stay at 
the Castello di Borgomanero, adding, when asked, that her husband had obtained the blood he used from 
a certain 
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Mose, a Jewish carpenter and resident of Masserano in Piedmont; that Mosé had conveyed the blood to 
her husband through a servant of the said Mose, whose name Bona said she did not know, and that the 
servant, in bringing the blood, in Bona’s presence, had told Madio that Mosé had obtained the blood in 
this manner; and that one day, as Mosé was on his way home from someplace, he had met a Christian 
child whom he abducted and brought in secrecy to his dwelling, killing him and draining the 

blood" (38). 


On the other hand, Bona, in perfect accord with Sara, Maestro Tobias’s second wife, who came from 
Swabia and had lived in Marburg and the Tyrol, with Bella, Mosé da Wiirzburg’s daughter-in-law, who 
had married Moseé’s son Mayer (Meir) and knew how to write Yiddish, and Anna, Samuele da 
Nuremberg’s young daughter-in-law, remembered another child murder committed a few years before, 
in 1472 or 1473, also atTrent, committed by more or less the same people guilty in the Simon of Trent 
affair. This victim of this murder was a three-year old child, sold to Maestro Tobias by a beggar in the 
German-speaking region and brought to Trent. The child was killed during a collective ceremony in the 
antechamber of the synagogue, with the participation of the majority of the Jews living in the city; the 
blood being collected in a silver vase. At night, this same Tobias took charge of throwing the body of the 
child into the Adige (39). Sara, Maestro Tobias’s wife, also remembered having talk, in the house, of 
another homicide, committed at Trent in 1451 by Isacco and other Jews from Trent; however, she knew 
nothing of the details (40). Isacco was Maestro Tobias’s father-in-law, being the father of Tobias’s first 
wife, Anna, who had died, leaving Tobias a widower; Isacco is almost certainly identical with the money 
lender of the same name active at Trent in the first half of the 14th century (41). 


There are, of course, no objective records of these ritual murder stories, eventful and cruel, with their 
horrible and repulsive connotations. 


The defendants were capable of inventing accusations out of whole cloth to placate their jailers; to make 
them more believable, these stories might have caused the names of relatives or even distant 
acquaintances to emerge jumbled up from the mists of the past, from the localities of the defendants’ 
childhood or youth, or from localities in which they had lived for a while. It is impossible to believe that 
the ritual murders the same period and within the same geographical confines as those we have 
discussed so far, are any more reliable. 


NOTES TO CHAPTER FOUR 


1. Giacobbe da Colonia was arrested under the accusation of having abducted the child while he was in 
Treviso, where he had stayed on his way from Piove di Sacco to Portobuffole. He is almost certainly 
identical with the Yaakov b. Shimon Levi, who appears in Hebrew documents of the period (cfr. D. 
Nissim, Famiglie Rapa e Rapaport nell'Italia settentrionale, sec. XV-XVI . With an appendix on the 
origins of the Miscellanea Rotschild , in A. Piattelli and M. Silvera, authors, Minhat Yehuda. Saggi sul 
ebraismo italiano in memoria de Yehuda Nello Pavoncello, Rome, 2001, p. 188). 


2. On the ritual murder at Portobuffolé, see, in particular, S.G. Radzik's documented monograph, 
Portobuffolé, Florence, 1984. In this regard, see the important compendium of texts in [Benedetto 
Bonelli], Dissertazione apologetica sul martirio del beato Simone da Trento nell'anno MCCCCLXXV 
dagli ebrei ucciso , Trent, Gianbattista Parone, 1747, pp. 272-282, and furthermore A. Ciscato, Gli ebrei 
a Padova (1300- 1800) , Padua, 1901, pp. 136-137; B. Pullan, Rich and Poor in Renaissance Venice, 


Oxford, 1971, pp. 458-460; A. Esposito and D. Quaglioni, Processi contro gli ebrei di Trento, 1475- 
1478. I: I Processi del 1475; Padua, 1990, pp. 86-89. 


3. At Portobuffole in 1464, Chaim Israel Stein copied one manuscript of a text by Abraham Ibn Ezra 
(cfr. A. Freimann, Jewish Scribes in Medieval Italy , in M. Marx Alexander Marx Jubilee Volume, New 
York, 1950, p. 262, no. 129j). See also Nissim's arguments in Famiglia Rape e Rapaport , cit., pp. 178- 
181. 


4. "In Piazza di San Marco in ognimano / piena di d'innumerabile persone / per veder arder quel ternario 
insano / che confirmando la sua confessione / brusaron vivi nell'Ebraico errore / del battesimo 
sprezzando l'oblazione" [“In the Piazza di San Marco, packed with innumerable people, they watched 
that maddened lunatic being burnt alive in the Jewish error, despising the offertory of baptism’’] 
(Giorgio Sommariva da Verona, Martyrium Sebastiani Novelli trucidati a perfidis Judaeis, Treviso, 
Bernardinmo Celario de Luere, 12 May 1480, reported in [Bonelli], Dissertazione apologetica, cit., pp. 
278); "[...] ligati sunt et circum circa ignis est accensus, quem sentientes, et se circum circa volventes, ab 
igne coquebantur et adurebantur, se lamentes et ululantes, quorum senior induratus alios socios ad 
martyrdom exhortabatur, legem suam enarrans" [“they were tied up and wood was piled up all around 
them. The wood was set light, which they perceived, and looked all around them while the wood cooked 
them and hardened them, with their laments and screams. The oldest one of them, tougher than his 
associates in martyrdom, exhorted them by reciting Jewish law’’] in the Diarium parmense, in Rerum 
Italicarum Scriptores , vol. XXII Milan, Tipografia della Societa Palatina, 1733, p. 345. 


5. Cfr. A. Ottolenghi, Per il IV centenario della Scuola Canton. Notizie storiche sui templi veneziani di 
rito tedesco e su alcuni e su alcuni templi privati con cenni della vista ebraica nei secoli XVI-XIX , 
Venice, 1932, pp. 18-19. 


6. In this regard, see F. Cogo, Vita e martirio del Beato Giovannino da Volpedo, Tortona, 1920; V. 
Lege, II Borgo di Volpedo e il Beato Giovannino Costa , Venice, 1921, and, recently, I. Cammarata U. 
Rozzo, II beato Giovannino patrono di Volpedo. Un fanciullo "martyr" alla fine del secolo XV , 
Volpedo, 1997. 


7. Cfr. Cammarata and Rozzo, II beato Giovannino patrono di Volpedo, cit., pp. 19-24. 
8. Cfr. Sh. Simonsohn, The Jews in the Duchy of Milan, Jerusalem, 1982, vol. II, p. 873, no. 2103. 


9. Y. Ha-Cohen, Sefer 'Emeq-Bakha (the Vale of Tears), with the Chronicle of the Anonymous Collector, 
by K. Almbladh, 1981, p. 59 (in Hebrew). It is important to note that, as observed by Isai Sonne, 
"Yoseph Ha-Cohen generally attributes the deterioration of relations between the Jewish communities in 
Italy with the surrounding Christian society to the deplorable conduct of the Ashkenazi Jews and their 
unscrupulousness. The attitude of Italian Jews towards Ashkenazi Jews was exactly similar to that of 
cultured and refined Italians towards barbarous and uncouth Germans [...]. The events and circumstances 
in which the responsibility of the Ashkenazi were ascertained and led to the saddest consequences for 


the entire Jewish community were covered up by Jewish historians in fear of encouraging anti-Semitism. 
At the most, they could be handed down to a small elect in whom one could trust" (cfr. I. Sonne, Da 
Paolo IV a Pio V, Jerusalem, 1954, pp. 185-186 [in Hebrew]. These observations had already been 
published in "Hebrew Union College Annual", XXII (1949), pp. 23-44. 


10. Chronica Gestorum in partibus Lombardie et reliquis Italie, by G. Bonazzi, in Rerum Italicarum 
Scriptores, vol. XXII, tome III, Citta del Castello, 1904, p. 106. In this regard, see also Cammarata and 
Rozzo, II beato Giovannino patrono di Volpedo, cit., p. 18. The few Jews in Cortemaggiore were linked 
with the larger community in Piacenza, Dal Monte di Pieta alla Cassa di Risparmio: l'esempio 
piacentino, in G. Boschiero and B. Molina, authors, Politiche del credito. Investimento consumo 
solidarieta, Asti, 2004, p. 348). 


11. On the facts of Arena del Po in 1479, see in particular C. Guidetti, Pro Judaeis. Riflessioni e 
documenti . Turin, 1884, pp. 280-294, and above all Simonson, The Jews in the Duchy of Milan, cit., 
vol. I, p. XXII, and vol. II, pp. 738-789, nos. 1794, 1868, 1877-1880, 1882-1884, 1888-1889, 1891- 
1892, 1895-1897. 


12. Mosé da Bamberg, a German traveller staying in Angelo da Verona's dwelling, told the Trent judges 
hat he had been in the service of the Sacle, a money lender at Borgo San Giovanni, near Piacenza, and 
his wife, Potina. According to him, the Ashkenazi Jew had been accustomed to dissolve powdered 
blood, presumably that of a Christian child, in wine, during the Passover meal, pouring it from his silver 
chalice into the glasses of the guests. His wife Potina was said to have mixed the blood into the dough of 
the unleavened bread (cfr. G. Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, Trent, 1902, vol. II, pp. 28-29). 
It should be noted that the name Sacle or Secle (Seckle), a rendering of the Hebrew Izchak (Isaac) was 
widespread among Jews from Frankfurt and Hessen (cfr. A. Beider, A Dictionary of Ashkenazi Given 
Names , Bergenfeld, N.J., 2001, p. 342). 


13. Cfr. Simonsohn, The Jews in the Duchy of Milan, cit., vol. II, p. 784, no. 1888. 
14. Cfr., Ibidem, vol. II, pp. 784-785, no. 1891. 


15. The petition of the Jews to the Duke of Milan (19 May 1479), the original of which is still preserved 
in the archives of the Jewish community of Verona, was apparently published for the first time by the 
famous Marrano apologist Isac Cardoso at the end of the Seventeenth Century (D. De Castro Tartas, 
1679), who occupies himself at length with the question of the ritual murders. In this regard, see the 
important analysis, although sometimes accompanied by inexact references, of Y.H. Yerushalmi, Dalla 
Corte di Spagna al Ghetto italiano , Milan, 1991. The document was published in extenso by Guidetti, 
Pro Judaeis, cit., pp. 289-294, and later by G.A. Zaviziano, Un raggio di luce. La Persecuzione degli 
ebrei nella storia. Riflessioni , Corfu, 1891, pp. 173-180 (doc. XVIIIbis). In this regard, as well as with 
regard to the identification of Corrado Guidetti with the Paduan Jew Giacomo Treves, believed to be 
pseudonym used by Guidetti, cfr. D. Nissim, La risposta di Isacco Vita Cantarini all'accusa di omicidio 
rituale di Trento (Padua 1670-1685), in "Studi Trentini di Scienze Storiche", LX XIX (2000), pp. 829- 


835. References to the Jewish petition of the Duchy of Milan in 1479 are also found in V. Manzini, La 
superstizione omicida e i sacrifici umani , Padua, 1930, pp. 237-239, and in Simonsohn, The Jews in the 
Duchy of Milan, cit. vol. II, pp. 788- 789. 


16. Cfr. Guidetti, Pro Judaeis, cit. pp. 289-290; Zaviziano, Un raggio di luce, cit., p. 174. 
17. Cfr. Guidetti, Pro Judaeis, p. 291; Zaviziano, Un raggio di luce, cit. p. 176. 


18. Cfr. R. Po-Chia Hsia, Trent 1475. A Ritual Murder Trial , New Haven (Conn.), 1992, pp. 92-93; "If 
we construct a cultural geography of blood libel in the region, the location of ritual murder trials 
coincided with the boundary of German settlements in the Alpine Highlands". Concerning himself with 
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CHAPTER FIVE 


FROM ENDINGEN TO REGENSBURG: RITUAL MURDERS OR GRIMMS BROTHERS' 
FAIRY TALES? 


Alfonso de Espina was confessor to King Henry IV of Castille and in 1460 was completing a treatise 
against the Jews, Moslems and heretics, intitled Fortalitium fidei (1). To reach his objective, he 
presented his readers with reports of the crimes committed by the Jews to the detriment of Christians of 
which he had more or less directly become aware. Naturally, ritual child murders were the main course 
of his narration. 


The Castillan Franciscan recorded that in 1456 a Jewish notable named Maestro Salomone, originating 
from the territories of the Republic of Genoa and belonging to the illustrious family of physicians, had 
come to see him in the Minorite Convent at Valladolid, expressing the desire to be baptized. To 
convince Alfonso of the repugnance which Judaisim now aroused in him, the Jew point precisely to the 
horrible custom of the ritual murders, of which he had heard speak or of which he had directly 
participated (2). According to him, he had learned from his parents that a famous Jewish physician from 
Padua, named Simon, have obtained a four-year old child from an unscrupulous Christian mercenary 
soldier and had sacrificed him in his own dwelling, laying the child across a table and cruelly 
decapitating him (3). 


Maestro Salamone then reported that he had participated, with his father, in a secret rite, performed at 
Savonne, with the participation of numerous Jews in the city at that time, culminating in the crucifixion 
of a two-year old Christian child. The victim’s blood was poured into a recipient, the same recipient 
normally used to collect the blood during the circumcision of their own children (4). Subsequently, he 
personally, together with other participants in this horrendous rite, claimed to have consumed the blood 
as the ingredient in their traditional foods during the Jewish Passover. The body of the sacrificed child 
was Said to have then been thrown into a filthy latrine. 
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Logically, it is permissible to express serious doubt as to the truthfulness of this Maestro Salamone da 
Savona’s testimonies; nor is it impossible that the entire report might have been invented out of whole 
cloth by the Spanish friar, whose violent hostility towards the whole world of Judaism was no secret to 
anyone. On the other hand, we cannot but help note the manner in which the supposed scene of these 
ritual murders was, once again, the Jewish communities of German origin (in this case, those of northern 
Italy, like Pavia and Savona) (5), instead of the numerous and flourishing Hebraic nuclei of Castille, 
Aragon and Catalunya, as one might logically have expected from a report originating from the 
imagination of a friar having lived and worked exclusively within the reality of the Iberian peninsula. If, 


therefore, we wish to speak of a stereotype, in reference to the phenomenon of ritual child murder, we 
must necessarily admit that, even from the point of view of a person openly professing his own anti- 
Jewishness in a general sense, and with no direct knowledge of events in distant lands, the phenomenon 
seemed exclusively confined to the Ashkenazi Jewish world. 


There are no objective records of this long series of ritual homicides, in which the supposed protagonists 
accused themselves and each other in their confessions, whether voluntarily or under compulsion. We 
are speaking of the sensational cases at Endingen, in Alsace, where the first ritual child murder trial was 
held, which has left an ample and detailed documentation, echoes of which, not surprisingly, might be 
heard in the halls in which the Trent defendants were under investigation (6). 


At Endingen, a small village of some several hundred people, under the directorship of Breisach at 
Riegel in the Breisgau, workers found the remains of a man and woman, together with those of two 
decapitated children during excavation and repair work to the ossuary of the parochial church of San 
Pietro, during the Passover period of 1470. In the local region, it was suddenly remembered that, eight 
years before, a couple of poor people, with a packhorse and two children of young age, a boy and girl, 
had taken shelter in the house of the brothers Elia, Aberlino (Avraham) and Mercklin (Mordekahai). 
These were the days of Pasach, the Jewish Passover. Many people had noticed them when they entered 
the dwelling of the Jews, but no one had ever seen them leave. All trace of them seemed to have 
vanished into thin air. 


Karl, margrave of Baden, on mission from the Archduke of Sigismondo, opened an inquiry and 
immediately ordered the arrest of the Jews suspected of having committed the crime. Even before being 
subjected to torture, Elia, the older of the brothers, confessed and 
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implicated other local Jews as perpetrators or accomplices in the crime, which was said to have been that 
same evening, soon after the Christian family entered their house. To discharge her own responsibility 
and save her own life, Elia sustained that she had not participated directly in the murder and therefore 
had been warned, with threats and curses, against reporting what happened to the old people of the 
Jewish community of Endingen, out of fear that they would denounce the persons responsible to the 
authorities. 


Aberlino, Elia's brother, hastened to explain to the judges the dynamics of the facts, and thereby avoid 
torture. The parents were allegedly the first to be killed, but their blood was not drained off because it 
was useless for ritual purposes. Then it was the children's turn to suffer the same fate, being decapitated, 
while their blood was gathered in suitable recipients. To cover up the victims’ cries, the Jews involved in 
the macabre ceremony started to shriek their litanies in loud voices, as if they were in the middle of a 
religious ceremony. Finally, to throw police authorities off the track if the bodies were found, it was 
decided to bury them at night in the ossuary of the church of San Pietro. 


Aberlino concluded his deposition by expressing his own intention to become a Christian, to expiate his 
guilt. Mercklin also confirmed the particulars of the confession of his brothers, adding other details (7). 
And so did the other accused. 


One of these Smolle, (Samuele), was not content simply to confess his participation in the massacre of 
Endingen, but added other, repugnant details. He recalled that, ten years before, in 1460, he had 
purchased the little son of a beggar woman of Spira for money, and had then resold him to a rich Jew 
from Worms, named Lazzaro. The latter, together with other members of his community, were said to 
have sacrificed the child to drain off his blood. The victim's body was said to have been buried in the 
Jewish cemetery of the city. But that was not all. In 1465, Smolle was said to have kidnapped a five-year 
old shepherd boy at Worde to take him to Nuremberg, where he is said to have sold him in exchange for 
a large sum of money. A wealthy local Jew, Mosé of Freyberg, who was thereafter said to have charged 
the same ineffable Smolle with killing the boy for his own account, is said to have benefited from this 
precious acquisition (8). 


That was enough to convince the judges, if there had been any need, of the guilt of the accused, and to 
condemn them to capital punishment. 


On 4 April 1470, the three brothers, Elia, Aberlino and Mercklin, were dragged by horses' tails to the 
place of execution, to be 
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broken on the wheel and their bodies burnt. When the Emperor Friedrich III, at the request of the Jews, 
decided to intervene in favor of the condemned men, it was then too late and it only remained for him to 
rebuke the margrave of Baden, in a letter written one month later, for hastening to have "those accused 
of the supposed crime put to death, without awaiting Imperial approval (9). 


In the meantime, there then opened the inevitable sequel to the Endingen trials, concerning the recipients 
of the blood collected during the two child murders. From the depositions of the accused, it appeared 
that the much-esteemed fluid had been sold at very high prices to the richest and most influential 
German Jews, including Leone da Pforzheim, who had, from 1463, enjoyed the protection of Frederick, 
elector of the Palatinate (10). By order of Karl of Baden, Leo was arrested in his lordly habitation at 
Pforzheim, together with three other Jews, his guests, who appeared involved in the child murders of 
Endingen as well as in the affair of the blood. In this case as well, the persons under investigation, with 
Leo leading the way, hastened to confess, adding significant details relating to the religious ceremonies 
in which they had intended to use the blood procured by them. The judges saw no solution but to decree 
the penalty of death for the four Jews of Pforzheim as well. 


The accused at Trent were only dimly and indirectly aware of the recent events at Endingen and 
Pforzheim. Mosé da Ansbach, teacher to Maestro Tobias’s children, reported to the judges that he had 
heard talk about a ritual murder committed by Jews a few years before in a city in Alsace; that some of 


the accused had been burnt at the stake, while others had taken refuge in flight (11). On the same 
grounds, Lazzaro, servant to money lender Angelo da Verona, recalled how, while staying at his father's 
house, at Serravalle del Friuli, a stranger had told them of a ritual murder committed by a few Jews of 
Pforzheim against a Christian boy three years before. The guilty parties had been incarcerated, and, so 
that God might save them from certain death and save them from the hands of the Christians, the 
Hebraic community of the German lands had announced a general fast (12). But the eccentric 
miniaturist, Israel Wolfgang of Brandenburg, was, as usual, the best informed of all. The young Saxon 
related to the judges everything he knew in this regard, stating that the child murder had indeed been 
committed at Endingen and that the guilty had been burnt alive at the stake for that act of wickedness, 
committed to obtain the blood for ritual purposes. 
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Israel had obtained this information in 1470 from Mosé of Ulm, the special envoy to whom the 
Germanic Jewish community had entrusted with the task of traveling to Emperor Frederick III’s palace 
by horseback to obtain the release from prison of the Jews involved in the affair (13) . As we know, the 
imperial intervention failed because it was received too late, after the public executions had already 
occurred. This same Hinderbach, in a missive sent to Friar Michele Carcano of Milan, remembered that 
numerous Jews from Endingen and Pforzheim, both men and women, had been found guilty of ritual 
murder and had been put to death on the order of the Count of Baden a few years before (14) . 


One might be tempted to draw a clear line of demarcation between the evidence given by the Trent 
defendants, for which exact records exist, and the others, for which no historical documentation for these 
accusations and denunciations has thus far been found. The latter could be dismissed as fantasies and 
delirium, produced by atrocious suffering, under torture, by persons devastated by suffering and 
incapable of reacting, or as the nightmare projections of beliefs held by the judges and suggested by the 
inquisitors. But such an attempt does not seem logical or convincing, and would, in the last analysis, 
appear to be completely counterproductive if an attempt be made to confront the problem of ritual child 
murders and place these crimes in their historical context, establishing their geographical extent and 
limits. Thus, precisely those exact records which have come to light, at least where some of the 
testimonies are concerned, should teach us not to dismiss their reality out of hand, or without persuasive 
justification, even if they are in fact exaggerations or distortions of events for which the historical 
documentation has not yet been found (15). 


Moreover, at least one other case places us in the same dilemma; we find it difficult to dismiss detailed 
testimony confirmed by clear documentary fact. At the beginning of the trial, the Trent inquisitors 
decided to interrogate a convert -- a “Jew turned Christian”, as such converts were then called -- who, in 
the days of Simon’s tragic death, was being held prisoner at Trent for another crime which had nothing 
to do with ritual child murder. But as to the child murders, which the Jews were accustomed to commit 
on Passover eve, Giovanni of Feltre - - that being the name of the convert, the son of Sacheto (Shochat), 
a Jew from Landshut in Bavaria -- seems to have much to tell. Around 1440, at Landshut, to be exact, 
when he was a child and 
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still a Jew, the recent convert had heard that the Jews of the local community, including his own father, 
had killed a Christian child to collect the child’s blood for ritual purposes. 


The police authorities arrested forty five Jews, as the result of a raid effected in their district, and later 
burnt them publicly at the stake. Other Jews, including Shochat, had taken refuge in flight, seeking 
shelter with their families in the Cisalpine regions of Italy (16). Both the child murder at Landshut and 
the subsequent massacre of the Jews are precisely confirmed by the extant contemporary historical 
documentation (17) . So it is not easy to dismiss Giovanni di Feltre’s familiar testimony, although it is 
considered automatically unreliable on all the particulars not confirmed by the historical documentation 
or in relation to which we lack sufficient means of verification. 


According to his own statement, Israel Wolfgang had directly participated in a spectacular, sensational, 
and equally horrible, ritual child murder committed at Regensburg in 1467. In the second half of the 
15th century, that which was considered the commercial port of the Holy Roman Empire towards south- 
eastern Europe, located on the banks of the Danube, was the home of a flourishing Jewish community of 
over five hundred people (18). And the young Saxon, according to his own detailed deposition before 
the Trent judges, had been at Regensburg that year, during the feast days of the Jewish Passover. 
Wolfgang’s report was lucid and precise down to the smallest particulars. 


In those days, Rabbi Jossel di Kelheim had taken advantage of an opportunity and had purchased a 
Christian child from a beggar for the price of ten ducats. He took the child to his house, in the Jewish 
quarter, where he concealed him for two days, in anticipation of the solemn event of the Pesach, the 
feast of the unleavened bread, when the annual celebrations begin in remembrance of the miraculous 
escape of the people of Israel from captivity in Egypt would begin. In the early morning of the first day 
of the holiday period, Rabbi Jossel very carefully transferred the boy into the narrow confines of the 
“stiebel” [parlor] of Sayer Straubinger, the small and rustic synagogue located a short distance from his 
house, where he was accustomed to preside over the collective rites of the community and its daily and 
festive liturgical meetings. Awaiting him were at least twenty five Jews, previously informed of the 
extraordinary event. Israel Wolfgang was one of them, and he remembered the exact names of all the 
participants in the rite, both those from Regensburg and those from other regions. The transfer of the 
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child from Rabbi Jossel’s house to the synagogue, although performed at night, involved some danger, 
since it might have been noticed by prying eyes. But in view of the fact that the district was inhabited by 
Jews who locked their doors every night, with the keys entrusted to them by the city authorities, the 
margin of safety was considered sufficiently broad (19). 


The boy was undressed in the stiebel and placed on a chest containing the sacred parchments of the 
synagogue, and was then crucified, circumcised and finally suffocated over the course of a horrifying 


collective ritual, following a script accurately planned and perfectly well known by all the participants, 
by Jessel, the rabbi; by Mayr Baumann, the mohel; by Sayer Straubinger, the owner of the chapel; by 
Samuel Flieshaker, one of Wolfgang’s friends; by Mayr Heller; by the above mentioned Jew referred to 
as "bonus puer" (Tov 'Elem); by Johoshua, the cantor; and by Isacco, the water-bearer. Wolfgang himself 
had taken an active part in the crucifixion of the child, while the blood was collected in a bowl, to be 
distributed among the Jews participating in the rite or sent to the rich of the community (20). The day 
after, rumor of the ritual infanticide spread in the district and many people rushed to Sayer’s stiebel to 
see the body of the sacrificed boy, which was placed quite visibly inside the chest. The evening after, at 
the beginning of the ceremonies of the second day of Pesach, in the central room of the small 
synagogue, in the confined space of which about thirty of the faithful now crammed themselves, excited 
and curious, while the little victim was publicly exhibited, and the grisly ritual, which had now become 
merely commemorative, began afresh (21). Finally, the child’s body was buried in the courtyard of the 
chapel, in a remote corner, surrounded by a wall, accessed through a small door which was usually kept 
locked (22). 


Israel Wolfgang’s report was too precise in its particulars and accurate in its descriptions to avoid 
awakening the interest of inquisitors in places other than Trent. His report contained exact names, dates, 
places, and facts requiring cogent verification. Perhaps the closest and most significant precedent to 
Simonino’s martyrdom at Trent was to be sought at Regensburg: in the spectacular story of an unknown 
synagogue ceremony according to ritual standards following a pre-established order with a mysterious 
symbolism. During the first night of Pesach at Regensburg in 1467, in Sayer’s stiebel, from which the 
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noisy flow of the waters of the Danube was quite audible, might provide a clue to the mystery of what 
really happened eight years later, during the Pesach period of 1475, at Samuele da Nuremberg’s house, 
in the small synagogue of the Jews of Trent, located along a small murky canal used by tanners in the 
German-speaking district. Perhaps it was only fantasies, fearful fables, nourished by ancestral 
suspicions, settled stereotypes and crystallized from years back; but the authorities had to be certain that 
the tale had no basis in truth. 


In early 1476, Heinrich, the bishop of Regensburg was passing through Trent on his way back from 
Rome, when, suddenly, someone handed him a copy of Wolfgang’s deposition before the Trent judges. 
Notwithstanding circumstances of this kind, it would hardly have been unprecedented, in the 15th 
century panorama of this city on the Danube, for the Jews of Regensburg to be accused of a good four 
cases of desecration of the Host and ritual murder in barely six years, from 1470 to 1476 (23); the good 
prelate was forcefully impressed and justifiably scandalized when he read the document. Returning to 
Germany, Heinrich hasted to advise the authorities of Regensburg to open an immediate inquiry 
intended to determine whether or not a ritual murder had really occurred in the Jewish quarter during the 
Passover feast of 1467 (24). 


At the end of March of that year, the authorities of Regensburg proceeded with the arrest of the rabbi 
Jossel di Kelheim and another five influential leaders of the Jewish communities, including Sayer 


Straubinger, the owner of the stiebel, and Samuele Fleischaker, Wolfgang's friend. A few days after, 
seventeen Jews, all accused of participation or complicity in the ritual child murder were placed in irons. 
The interrogations were carried out under torture, and at least six of the accused issued a complete 
confession mentioning the names of other persons involved in the wickedness. Rabbi Jossel was the first 
to admit to the judges that he had purchased the child from a beggar woman at Regensburg eight years 
before, and had brought it to the synagogue as a sacrifice during the days of the Jewish Passover; he then 
withdrew his confession, accusing his inquisitors of extorting it through indescribable torture. Before 
him, Samuel Fleischaker had also confessed that the Jews had made use of children's blood, mixing it 
into the dough of the unleavened bread (25). 


The admissions, obtained from the accused by force, appeared overly general and insufficiently detailed 
to be convincing; the confessions were deemed insufficient factual basis for a ritual murder trial. Thus, 
on 15 April 1476, Friedrich III personally ordered the 
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city counsel of Regensburg to free the prisoners immediately and hand them over to the Imperial 
authorities. But one week later, a dramatic sensation occurred. 


A few workers, engaged in repairs on Rabbi Jossel’s dwelling, found a skeleton while excavating and 
cleaning up the cellars. The skeleton, examined by a commission of physicians and surgeons in the 
presence of the bishop and other civil authorities, proved to be that of a child, presumably aged between 
three and six years (26). The Jews replied to the accusations by claiming that the bones had been 
deliberately planted in the rabbi’s cellar by those interested in his condemnation. Notwithstanding the 
discovery of the new evidence, Friedrich did nothing, and continued unperturbedly to demand the 
release of the incarcerated Jews, despite the claims of bishop Heinrich, who sustained the validity and 
plausibility of the defendant’s confessions to the crime; Ludwig, Duke of Regensburg, petitioned the 
Emperor not to interfere in the internal affairs of the city (27). 


On 8 May 1478, two years after they began, the trials might be said to have concluded with the 
absolution of the Jews, imposed by the inflexible Imperial will. But the defendant’s release was not 
obtained cheaply. Frederick demanded eighteen thousand florins from the Jews as payment for his 
intervention in their favor, while the judiciary of Regensburg declared itself prepared to release only 
following payment of all procedural expenses, amounting to five thousand florins, plus a fine of eight 
thousand florins, imposed on the city by the Emperor for holding the trial. In a plenary meeting 
announced by the rabbis of the German lands at Nuremberg, presumably in early 1478, an obligatory 
collection of funds began among the Jewish communities of Germany, accompanied by the creation of 
suitable committees responsible for coordinating the efforts made to save prisoners. In Italy, Yoseph 
Colon, formerly a rabbi at Mantua (until 1475) and now at Pavia, intervened with all his related 
authority; Colon is said to have died at Pavia a few years later, in 1480, after recommending that the 
appeal of the spiritual heads of German Judaism receive a rapid, positive and generous response (28). 
From the very outset, the affair of the Jews of Regensburg made a profound impression on the Jews of 


the Ashkenazi communities of northern Italy. In a letter written in Hebrew dated 11 May 1476, the 
daughter and son-in-law of Crassino (Gherhon) of Novara, one of the richest and most influential 
Ashkenazi bankers of the Duchy of Milan, both wrote to him, 
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probably from Brescia, making explicit reference to the "sensational affair in which, as a result of our 
sins, members of the holy community of Regensburg have been arrested and confined to prison, where 
God the pitiful and merciful caused them to exit the darkness and enter the intense light" (29). 


In another missive, written in Yiddish by the same Ashkenazi Jews, the son-in-law again complained of 
the sad fate of the Jews of Regensburg, victims of the blood accusation. 


"Alas! We have heard sad news, caused by our innumerable sins, originating from Regensburg. They 
have arrested all the Jews of the city and slandered them, turning against them the blood accusation of 
Trent. That God should have pity and not cause us to hear lying accusations of this type anywhere. We 
wish Him to render us assistance with His love. Amen." 


Another message, also in Yiddish, sent by the young Geilin (Gaylein) to his father, the same Crassino of 
Novara mentioned above, dated mid-May 1476, once again made explicit reference to facts of 
Regensburg. 


"The sad news reached me from Pavia. May God be merciful and help His people and the Jews of 
Regensburg who have suffered, for our sins, for this infamous slander. Ever since I heard this bad news, 
I have been unable to sleep. How much you must suffer for certain [...] May God give you strength and 
health; that is, how I wish your daughter Geilin, unhappy for having heard this unhappy news" (30). 


The courier of this letter was Paolo of Novara, the shady priest who, according to him, had been paid by 
the Jews of the Dukedom of Milan to poison the bishop of Trent. The Jews alluded to him calling him 
gallech, the cleric, the man with the tonsure (31). 


Another two years went by before the Jews of the Ashkenazi communities on both sides of the Alps 
succeeded in scraping together the huge sums required to liberate the prisoners at Regensburg. But the 
seventeen defendants, still incarcerated, were finally removed from their shackles on 4 September 1480, 
four years and half after their arrest (32). Thus concluded a matter which perhaps began at Regensburg, 
rebounded to Trent, and new retured to Regensburg, leaving many unanswered questions and 
unresolved doubts, which the payment of another twenty thousand florins 
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in gold by the German-speaking Jewish communities was certainly insufficient to dissipate. If the ritual 
child murder at Regensburg was really a fact, it should be possible to track down the blood, distributed 


free of charge among the participants, or put up for sale by them immediately afterwards, admitting that 
it might have reached the Jewish communities of northern Italy. The interrogation of the accused, more 
or less based on leading questions as to this point, seemed to vindicate the accusation. 


The most important clue appeared to point to a certain Rizzardo (Reichard), a Jew from Regensburg who 
had moved to Brescia with his family in 1464 (33). The latter, with their two brothers Enselino 
(Anselmo) and Jacob, were engaged in lending money at interest through a bank they owned at 
Barvardo, deriving a large proportion of their clientele from the city of Brescia, where Rizzardo lived. 
Rizzardo of Regensburg had top connections, and enjoyed protection as a member of the influential 
entourage of Bartolomeo Calleone, Captain of the Serenissima (34). In Angelo da Verona’s house, 
Rizzardo was often mentioned, partly because Lazzaro, who rendered services for the banker, was his 
nephew, and did not hesitate to spend his holidays and vacations in his uncle’s company. On one of 
these occasions, a few years before, when Lazzaro found himself at Brescia to be cured of an illness of 
the eyes, Rizzardo confessed to him that he had bought a certain quantity of blood originating from the 
Regensburg child murder. In addition, the Brescian Jew allegedly made use of it during the Jewish 
Passover period, administering it to his wife Osella (Feige), his sons Jossele and Mezla (Mazal), and his 
servant, Jacobo da Germania (35) . Angelo da Verona also knew that Rizzardo trafficked in the blood of 
Regensburg, among other things, and had sent a letter to his brother Enselino, at Gavarda, promising 
him to supply him with some of the blood (36). Isacco, Angelo's cook, confirmed that he had often heard 
the patron of the house and the young servant, Lazzaro, mention Rizzardo as the person who had 
received the precious blood of the infant boy sacrificed at Regensburg (37). 


But once again, it was the ineffable Israel Wolfgang to cast light on the entire affair. In the summer of 
1474, he had been sent to Brescia as Rizzardo’s guest, who had commissioned him with the execution of 
the miniatures for a precious Hebraic code owned by Rizzardo (38). On one occasion, Rizzardo bragged 
to the young painter that he, Rizzardo, had come into possession of the blood 
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of the child killed at Regensburg. He had been given it by his step-father, precisely the same Rabbi 
Jossel who had been one of the principal defendants in this sensational child murder. It was at this point 
that the young Wolfgang’s vainglorious nature exploded in all its variegated intensity. Perhaps Rizzardo 
was unaware that he, Israel Wolfgang, had personally participated in the child murder in Sayer’s stiebel 
at Regensburg? The Brescian Jew, even if he had been unwilling to believe it, now had to listen to 
Wolfgang blabbing out the whole story, down to the slightest detail, and congratulate himself upon 
receiving one of the lucky and fearless perpetrators in his own house (39). 


Confidence by confidence, Rizzardo, too, not to be outdone, reported that he had participated in a ritual 
homicide organized at Padua in the German synagogue together with the other Jews of the city and the 


district, four or five years before (40). 


Since the plague was raging at Brescia, Israel Wolfgang was compelled to cut short his stay at 


Rizzardo’s house and move to nearby Gavardo, as Enselino’s guest, with whom Angelo da Verona had 
long been in contact during his stay in Brescia. To earn some pocket money, he agreed to bind a breviary 
owned by the archpriest. In the six months spent in Padua, Wolfgang found further confirmation of the 
Padua child murder, the murder in which Rizzardo had participated. He was informed of this by 
Enselino, who had allegedly obtained the same blood, marketed in the Brescia region, by a certain 
Liebmann of Castelfranco da Treviso (41). 


This was too much, even for the inquisitors of Trent, no matter how eager they might have been for 
confirmation -- real or imagined -- of their suspicions. The eccentric painter from Brandenburg seemed 
to be teasing his inquisitors, churning out a continual stream of stories, new at all times, picturesque and 
astonishing, largely invented or exaggerated, calculated to make an impression on an audience whom he 
imagined to be highly naive. Instruments of torture may have been, and were, used on the other 
defendants to loosen their tongues; in the case of the wily Wolfgang, perhaps they might have been of 
more use in damming up the torrent of incredible revelations which he seemed unable to control. Hurt to 
the quick, and stung in his vanity, the young painter completely flew off the handle, raised his voice and 
shouted defiantly at anyone who would listen: 


"By God! I have reported what Rizzardo told me, word for word, and thus I will repeat it, before any 
Lord or Prince: just take me to the place of execution and decapitate me, or kill me 
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in any other way, but I will not speak otherwise than I have done “ (42). 


Rizzardo, the Brescian resident from Regensburg, Lazzaro's uncle, servant of Angelo of Verona, had 
been telling the truth. Or at least, his truth. Or so Wolfgang claimed to have learned that truth during the 
hot days of the preceding summer, while the plague raged at Brescia. 


For his part, Rizzardo da Brescia had a no less famous namesake. The Jew Rizzardo (Reichard) of 
Mospach was a swindler and good-for nothing, arrested for theft at Regensburg in 1475. To his 
inquisitors, the latter Rizzardo confessed that he had been baptized several times to obtain money and 
other benefits from ingenuous Christians to whom he turned, both city people and peasants. But even the 
Jews, according to him, had proven the gullible victims of his tricks. The Jews Krautheim, Bamberg and 
Regensburg had purchased fake Hosts, which he claimed to have purloined from various churches in the 
area, to be “tortured” by the Jews during their anti-Christian rites. Rizzardo-Reichard -- who lived 
alternatively as a Jew and alternatively as a Christian -- was married to three women simultaneously, 
each one of them unaware of the existence of the others. Starting in 1476, he had spent years wandering 
back and forth between the villages and cities of Bohemia and Moravia, of the Rhineland and 
Brandenburg, of Alsace and Wiirttemberg. He had been in Bern, Bamberg and Nuremberg. He admitted 
to having lived in Italy for a while, in various cities whose names he could no longer remember (was 
Brescia one of them?). But he clearly recalled having stayed at Trent, where he was in contact with the 
Jewish families then accused of the ritual murder of little Simon (43). 


If, as we have seen, one clue seemed to point to Rizzardo and the city of Brescia, a second clue pointed 
back to Regensburg, leading the authorities to a certain Hoberle (Kobele, Jacob or perhaps Hoverle, 
Haver), who earned his living selling powdered blood, wandering from one locality to another in the 
German-speaking lands in search of clients. According to Wolfgang, Hoberle had not participated in the 
ritual homicide in the stiebel at Regensburg, but certain persons had later proceeded to supply Hoberle 
with the blood which he [Hoberle] needed (44) . Mosé da Bamberg, the traveler who happened to be at 
Trent the night before Simon’s killing, knew Hoberle personally and had followed his movements. He 
[Mosé da Bamberg] also recalled Hoberle’s features perfectly. He might have been about sixty years old, 
low in stature, bald, with a white beard. He had an ugly stain on the skin of his head, as if he had had 
leprosy; for this 
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reason, he wore a type of cloth cap beneath his beret. He usually wore a long loose gray overcoat (45). 


Before the judges at Trent, Mosé da Bamberg stated that he had met Hoberle for the first time in 1471, 
in the imperial city of Ulm. A few weeks later, he had seen him again at Padua, in the house of the Jews, 
and later at Piacenza, where he had stayed as the guest of Abramo, active in the city as money lender 
(46). At Pavia, he lodged in the tavern of Falcone, the "Inn of the Jews", a place of dubious reputation 
where gambling was practiced and there were frequent brawls (47). Falcone (Haqim), son of Yoseph 
Cohen, had opened the place around 1470, and is said to have managed it for about ten years (48). The 
wife, unsatisfied with her husband's activity, had sought to induce him to abandon that rather uncouth 
undertaking, but without success. Annoyed, out of spite she had abandoned him and had taken refuge in 
a convent, threatening to become a Christian. Then, due to a sudden change of mind, she had asked to be 
reconciled with him and to be able to return to the conjugal domicile. The rabbi Yoseph Colon, 
questioned on this matter, had authorized Falcone to take her back with him (49). 


In the summer of 1477, when a boy, son of a Christian shoemaker of Pavia, disappeared from his home, 
Falcone had some serious problems, accused of being the abductor and the executioner during a ritual 
homicide. A great crowd had gathered around the tavern, seeking to take justice into their own hands, 
while the guards had had a hard time controlling them and dispersing them. Luckily for him, the child 
then reappeared, alive and healthy, and the Jewish innkeeper was able to draw a breath of relief (50). 


Mose da Bamberg knew that the merchant Hoberle, visiting the cities of the Veneto and Lombardy, 
wherever there were Jews, had sold a certain quantity of blood to Manno da Pavia, the richest Jewish 
banker in the dominions of the Sforzas (51). As we have already seen, this same Manno is said to have 
been accused, together with other important exponents of the Jewish community of the Duchy of Milan, 
of hiring the priest Paolo of Trent to poison the Prince Bishop of Trent in 1476, for condemning to death 
and executing the presumed murderers of the sainted Simon. According to Mosé da Bamberg’s 
deposition, Manno da Pavia, in turn, sold part of the blood obtained from Hoberle -- for money -- to the 
family of Madio (Mohar, Meir), a money lender at Tortona; the blood is then supposed to have been 
used during the Passover celebration. As we have seen, Madio is said to have been implicated in the 


supposed ritual murder of the sainted Giovannino of Volpedo in 1482, but, to his good fortune, 
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is said to have been acquitted. Mosé of Bamberg, according to his own statement, had, for almost a year, 
been in the service of Leone, Madio’s son, and his [Madio’s] sister Sara, who lived in the nearby castle 
of Serravalle with her son, Mose, and, with them, had consumed the same powdered blood, obtained at 
Regensburg, dissolved in wine during the Passover dinner of 1472 (52). 


According to Leone, it was said that, during his sumptuous marriage to Sara, held in February of 1470 at 
Tortona, attended by over one hundred guests from the Ashkenazi communities of northern Italy, some 
local nobles, displeased at their exclusion from those princely festivities, had, perhaps with excessive 
enthusiasm, attempted to force open the host’s doors. Unluckily for them, they were ill-received by the 
Jews who, with weapons in their hands, threw them out of the palace, pursuing them as far as the local 
the piazza. A case of ill-breeding and poor hospitality which cried out for vengeance. Obviously, Madio 
da Tortona’s version of the facts and that of the guests differed radically. Taking advantage of the 
nuptial celebrations, general noise and confusion, the nobles of Tortona reportedly attempted, rather 
clumsily, if not downright stupidly, to break into the premises of the local bank, for the purpose of 
stealing money, collateral and other valuables, but were said to have been ingloriously routed (53). 


Jews in the Duchy of Milan were tried and sentenced for the possession of books, liturgical and study 
texts containing offensive and insulting expressions about Jesus, the Messiah, the Virgin Mary, the 
dogmas of the Christian religion and anyone practicing Christianity On at least four occasions during the 
second half of the 15th century. In 1459, they were convicted, and fined sixteen thousand ducats (54). In 
1474 and 1480, the fines were increased to thirty two thousand ducats, promptly paid by the Jewish 
communities of the Duchy. As early as 1476, a large group of rich and influential Lombard Jews, active 
at Alessandria, Broni, Piacenza, Monza and Piove di Sacco, headed, as usual, by Manno da Pavia, were 
officially pardoned by Gian Galeazzo Sforza, presumably after paying a conspicuous fine, for 
insubordination; bad manners, and defaming and offending the Duke’s illustrious father (55). The 
mysteries of this trial -- if any trial was held — remain to be revealed in full. 


At any rate an undoubted echo of these events may be found in the predication of the Minorite Friar 
Antonio da 
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Cremona at Chivasso in December 1471, in which the pious friar invoked the expulsion of the 
"perfidious and wicked Jewish race", guilty of continuous blasphemy the Holy Faith in Christ in their 


books and prayers (56). 


But a trial held at Milan in the spring of 1488 was more serious and dangerous than ever. Denounced by 
a converted Jew, forty of the most influential exponents of the Ashkenazim community in the Dukedom 


were arrested and transferred to the provincial capital in chains, accused of possessing texts -- 
particularly, liturgical breviaries -- suspected of containing prayers attacking Jesus as well as anti- 
Christian invective. The trial began on 16 March, in the presence of a commission of inquisitors, 
deputized by Ludovico the Moor, made up of Franciscan and Dominican friars in addition to Ducal 
officials, and presided over by the vicar of the curia of the archbishop of Milan. The accused, in the long 
and detailed interrogations, were requested to supply a due explanations for the apparently 
contemptuous phrases found in their texts regarding Christians and the Christian religion, the Pope and 
baptized Jews, as well as Christ and Mary. The sentence, a severe one, was handed down the following 
31 May. Nine of the accused were condemned to death; the rest were expelled from the territory of the 
Duchy, all property owned by all the accused was declared confiscated. Luckily for them, the Jews 
succeeded in commuting the cruel sentence into a heavy fine of nineteen thousand ducats, to be paid by 
January 1490 (57). 


When the due date rolled around, the full sum had not yet been collected, and only part of the sum had 
found its way to the coffers of the Sforzas. A few months later, the disillusioned Ludovico the Moor 
ordered a public bonfire of the seized books. Mendele (Menachem) Oldendorf, a young German Jew and 
son of a bankrupt merchant, a certain Herz (Naftali), also known as “Golden”, perhaps in remembrance 
of when he had been rich, no doubt possessed a lively and versatile wit, in addition to an unusual degree 
of Hebraic culture; he was known for holding brilliant homilies in the synagogue and functioned as a 
ritual butcher, he was an able writer in the Yiddish language and was a respected copier of Hebraic 
codes. In 1474, he traveled from Regensburg to Venice, where he stayed until at least 1483, when he 
was present at the famous bonfire at the Ducal Palace. In his autobiography, the young Oldendorf 
described the manner in which he had been informed by trust-worthy persons of bonfires of Jewish texts 
at Milan and other places in the Duchy of Milan in 1490, regretting that the burnt manuscripts included 
some which he had copied personally (58). 
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"I learned from one of the wise men of Israel [...] that in the year 5248 (=1488) Lord Ludovico the Moor 
ordering the burning of a great number of Jewish books at Milan, the capital city, as well as in other 
localities in his territories. I, personally, a copier of codes, saw some of my own texts among the books 
consigned to the flames. Blessed be God who enabled me to witness the revenge of God’s Law against 
that same nobleman (Ludovico the Moor), who has been captured and taken into France, where he died 
[...] Menachem Oldendorf, the German. 5274 (=1514)". 


One of the most important defendants in the Milan trial of 1488 was -- and this is not surprising -- Jacob, 
son of Manno of Pavia, who had died in the meantime (59). Before the inquisitors, Jacob was requested, 
among others, to deny the rumor that the Jews were accustomed to "making images in the form of Jesus 
Christ and the Virgin Mary, and then throwing them in the fire, trampling them under foot or covering 
them with excrement" (60). The accusation was not a new one. During Passover in 1493, Joav (Dattilo) 
and the other Jews, living at Savigliano in Piedmonte, were condemned to the payment of a fine of five 
hundred gold ducats for a serious act of wickedness. 


"[These Jews] kneaded the unleavened bread or mazzot, according to their rite and in outrage to the 
glorious crucifix [...] and prepared four images of dough in the form of our Lord, Jesus Christ, in 
mockery of God and the Catholic faith, then burnt these dough dolls in the oven" 


(61) . 


At a distance of only a few years from the Trent trials, it is not surprising that the judges should turn to 
one of the inquisitors, Lazzaro da San Colombano to ask: whether or not the Jews were actually 
accustomed to abduct Christians for the purpose of committing reprehensible acts against them in 
contempt for the Christian faith (62). 


NOTES TO CHAPTER FIVE 


1. On the personality of Alfonso de Espina and his virulently hostile attitude towards Jews and Marranos 
on the eve of the institution of the court of the Inquisition in Castille, see, in particular, Y. Baer, A 
History of the Jews in Christian Spain, Philadelphia (Pa.), 1966, vol. II, pp. 283-299). 


2. Alphonsus de Spina, Fortalitum fidei, Nuremberg, Anton Koberger, 10 October 1485, cc. 188-192. 


3. “Magister Symon [...] Medicus non modicum corde gavisus cepit Infantem (Christianum aetatis 
quattor annorum) et cum eo rediit in Civitatem Papiae, ubi domicilium suum habebat. Et cum 
ingrederetur domum suam, videns horam qua posset desiderium suae feritatis explere, capto Infante 
super mensam extendit, et evaginato gladio caput Infantis Christiani crudeliter abscidit". 


4."Cum etiam essem in Civitate quadam subjecta Januae, quae dicitur Savona, ut viderem sacrificari 
quemdam Infantem Christianum, Pater meus deduxit me ad domum cujusdam Judaei, ubi fuerant septem 
vel octo Judeai congregati secretissime et clausus januis diligenissime juramentum fortissimum omnes 
fecerunt de celando id, quod facere volebant [...] quo peracto, ecce deducitur in medium Infantulus 
quidam Christianus aetatis fere duorum annorum, et deducto vase illo, in quo consuerverunt recipere 
sanguinem Infantium circumcisorum, posuerunt predictum Infantem nudum supra praedictum vas, et 
quatuor Judaei illorum intendebant occisioni sub tali forma et ordine". 


5. Savona, like other centers belonging to the territory of the Republic of Genoa, was the home of small 
nuclei of Jews in the Fifteenth Century, made up of merchants and money lenders from Germany, the 
Duchy of Milan and the Republic of Venice. Among these, we stumble upon (even at Savona, the names 
Manno da Pavia, who, as we have seen, was the most illustrious of the Jewish communities of the Duchy 
of Milan, and was also active at Venice (cfr. R. Urbani and G.N. Zazzu, The Jews in Genoa, Leyden, 
1999, vol. I, pp. 34-37, 43, 47, nos. 71, 73-74, 99, 109). 


6. There is an ample bibliography on the ritual murders and trials of Endingen in 1470. We refer, in 


particular, to H. Schreiber, Urkundbuch der Stadt Freiburg im Breisgau , Freiburg, 1829, vol. II, pp. 520- 
525; K. von Amira, Das Endinger Judenspiel, Halle, 1883; I. Kracauer, L'affaire des Juifs d'Endingen de 
1470. Pretendu meurtre de Chrétiens par des Juifs , in "La Revue des Etudes Juives", XVII (1888), pp. 
236- 245, and more recently R. Po-Chia Hsia, The Myth of Ritual Murder. Jews and Magic in 
Reformation Germany, New Haven (Conn.) - London, 1988, pp. 14-41. 


7. For the text of the confession of the three brothers, see Amira, Das Endinger Judenspiel, cit., pp. 94- 
97; Po-Chia Hsia, The Myth of Ritual Murder, cit., pp. 18-22. 


8. Cfr. Kracauer, L'affaire des Juifs d'Endingen de 1470, cit., pp. 237-238; Po-Chia Hsia, The Myth of 
Ritual Murder, cit., pp. 18-22. 


9. Cfr. Kracauer, L'affaire des Juifs d'Endingen de 1470, cit., pp. 236-245; Po -Chia Hsia, The Myth of 
Ritual Murder, cit., pp. 34. 


10. The accusation was that "Judei (urbis Endingen) transmiserunt sanguinem ad civitates et loca ubi 
divites morantur Judei" [“the Jews (of the city of Endingen] distributed the blood as gifts to Jews in the 
cities and locations where . In this regard and on the confession of Leo di Pforzheim, see, in particular, 
Kracauer, L'affaire des Juifs d'Endingen de 1470, cit., pp. 237, 241-242. 


11. "Pauci anni sunt, quod puer quidam Christianus fuit interfectus a Judaeis in Helsas (= Alsace), de 
quo homicidio fuerunt combusti aliqui Judaei et aliqui eorum aufugerunt, prout dici audivit" [“It was 
only a few years ago, that a Christian boy was killed by the Jews of Alsace, a few Jews being burnt for 
the murder and others escaped, as I heard say’’] (cfr. [Bonelli], Dissertazione apologetica sul martirio 
del beato Simone da Trento nell'anno MCCCCLXXV dagli ebrei ucciso , Trent, Gianbattista Parone, 
1747, p. 143). 


12. "Dum ipse Lazarus staret cum ejus Patre in Seravalle, quidam Hebreus advena [...] dixit quod puer 
Christianus fuerat interfectus in Civitate seu terra Fortiae [= Pforzheim], quae est terra Alemaniae, et 
quod Judaei, qui illum puerum interfecerant, fuerunt capti, et propter hoc fuerat ordinatum inter Judaeos, 
quod deberent jejunare, ut Deus liberaret eos" (cfr. ibidem). In this regard, see moreover G. Divina, 
Storia del beato Simone da Trento , Trent, 1902, vol. II, p. 38. 


13. "(Israel Wolfgangus) modo possunt esse quinque vel sex anni, dici audivit, quod quidam puer 
Christianus interfectus a Judaeis causa habendi sanguinem, et quod sic fit interfectus in quodam loco 
nominato Hendinga [ = Endingen] Alemaniae, qui Judaie fuerant combusti. Et dicit, quod hoc dici 
audivit primo a quodam Moyse Judaeo de Ulma, qui Mosés pro liberatione dictorum Judaeorum 
equitavit ad Serenissium Imperatorum pro dictis Judaeis liberandis" (cfr. [Bonelli], Dissertazione 
apologetica, cit., p. 140). 


14. "Ac novissime infra paucos annos in oppido Endingen et Pforzheim sub Marchione Carolo Badan 
quam plures Judae utriusque sexus, pro simile necatione duorum conjugam christianorum ac duorum 


filiorum, ultimo supplicio puniti fuerunt". The text of the letter from Hinderbach to fra Michele is found 
in [Bonelli], Dissertazione apologetica, cit., pp. 65-66. 


15. The following persons have made excellent, even if not entirely convincing, contributions in this 
regard: Po-Chia Hsia, who, referring to the testimonies of the Trent defendants on the facts of Endingen 
and Pforzheim, considers it all a clumsy inquisitorial manipulation intended to confer plausibility on 
slanderous reports, invented out of whole cloth, using unnatural juxtapositions of evens, known and real. 
"And so, the real and the imaginary fused into a seamless whole, the lies [...] told under duress only 
confirmed the veracity of the historical Endingen trial which became, in turn, the fulcrum of the fictive 
universe of Jewish violence" (R. Po-Chia Hsia, Trent 1475, A Ritual Murder Trial, New Haven, Conn., 
1992, p. 90). Elsewhere, the same author, referring to the detailed deposition of Maestro Tobias on 
Frederick's visit to Venice in 1469, and on the presence in the city of the "merchant of Candia" (who, as 
we have seen, should be identified as David Mavrogonato), speaks of a fable with an exotic flavor, 
imagined by the Jewish physician to placate his tormenters and to put an end to the tortures to which he 
was being subjected (ibidem, pp. 46-47). But, as may easily be demonstrated, Tobias’ testimony was 
precise in all its particulars and responded to that which he had actually seen and that which had really 
happened on that occasion. Miri Rubin, who has examined the German trials for desecration of the Host, 
although he considers them a slander, cannot help but note that the testimonies often contained elements 
the acceptability of which was beyond doubt ("the testimony contains true and imagined aspects of 
Jewish communal life"). Cfr. M. Rubin, Gentile Tales. The Narrative Assault on Late Medieval Jews, 
New Haven (Conn.), 1999, p. 123. 


16. "Quod modo possunt esse .xv anni vel circa, quod Sachetus de Alemania, pater ipsius testis, tempore 
eius vite dixit testi quod tunc poterant esse circa quadraginti anni, quod dictus Sachetus existens in 
civitate Lanchut de Alemania Bassa, et ibi cum familia sua habitaret, aliqui Judei existentes in dicta 
civitate, circum festa Pasce eorum, interfecerunt quendam puerum (Christianum) masculum, causa 
habendi sanguinem et utendi illo; et quod fuit manifestum domino illius civitatis qui dominus fecit 
detinere omnes Judeos qui ibi aderant; exceptis aliquibus qui affugerunt, inter quos fuit pater ipsius 
testis, qui aufugit et qui vix potuit evadere. Et pro morte cuius pueri sic interfecti dicebat idem pater 
ipsius testis quadragintaquique Judeos fuisse combustos" (cfr. A. Esposito and D. Quaglioni, Processi 
contro gli ebrei di Trento; 1475-1478 ; I: I processi del 1475, Padua, 1990, pp. 124-125). For a careful 
examination of the deposition of Giovanni da Feltre, see Quaglioni (ibidem, pp. 35-36). 


17. In this regard, see Po-Chia Hsia, Trent 1475, cit., pp. 31-32, 93. 


18.Cfr. M. Toch, The Formation of a Diaspora. The Settlement of Jews in the Medieval German Reich, 
in "Aschkenasas", VII (1997), no. 1, pp. 55-78. 


19. "Dum ipse Wolfgangus staret in Civitate de Ratibona, cum Samuele Hebraeo, quidam Jossele 
Hebraeus emit quendam Puerum Christianum a quodam paupere mendicante Christiano, quem sic emit 
per decem ducatis et quem Puerum idem Jossele emit per dies octo ante Pascha Judaeorum, et illus 
tenuit in ejus Domo usque ad diem Paschae ipsorum Judaeorum, in qua die Paschae de sero, circa duas 


vel tres horas noctis, idem Jossele portavit dictum Puerum in quandam Synagogam parvam, in qua erat 
ipse Wolfgang una cum 25, vel 26 Judaeis, quo Puero sic portato, quidam Mohar Hebraeus accept 
dictum Puerum et eum spoliavit, deinde illum posuit super quendam capsam" ([Bonelli), Dissertazione 
apologetica, cit., p. 140). See also Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trent, cit., vol. II, pp. 38-39, 41- 
42. 


20. "Et dum Puer sic staret, quatuor vel six ex Judaeis ibi astantibus pupugerunt cum acubus Puerum et 
ipse Wolfgangus fuit unus ex illis qui popugit [...] dum sanguis exiret, Heberle Judaeis cum quadam 
scutela stagni vel argenti, colligebat sanguinem" ([Bonelli], Dissertazione apologetica , cit., p. 141). See 
also Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, cit., pp. 39-40. 


21. “Mane sequenti venerunt plures alii Judaei ad videndum dictum corpus et in quo die sequenti de sero 
idem corpus fuit sublatum de capsa et portatum in Synagogam praedictam, in quam tunc venerunt circa 
triginta Judaei” (cfr. [Bonelli], Dissertazione apologetica, cit., p. 141). See also Divina, Storia del beato 
Simone da Trento, cit., vol. II, pp. 30-40. 


22. "Jossele et Sayer praedicti mandaverunt Jacob et Isac, quod debere auferre corpus de dicta Synagoga 
et illud portare ad sepeliendum in quandam curiam contiguam dictae Synagogae, quae curia est versus 
Orientum, et quod illud corpus deberent sepelire in dicta Curia in quodam angulo a meridie, quae curia 
est circumdata muro et in eam intratur per quoddam ostium, quod tenetur clausum" ([Bonelli], 
Dissertazione Apologetica , cit., p. 141). See also Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, cit., vol. II, 
p. 40. 


23. Cfr. Po-Chia Hsia, The Myth of Ritual Murder, cit., pp. 66-72; Rubin, Gentile Tales, cit., pp. 123- 
128. 


24. Cfr. Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, cit., vol. II, pp. 38-39; Po-Chia Hsia, The Myth of 
Ritual Murder, cit., pp. 72; Id., Trent 1475 , cit., pp. 97-98. 


25. In the vast bibliography on the Regensburg trials of the years 1476-1480, see R. Strauss, Urkunden 
und Aktenstticke zur Geschichte der Juden in Regensburg, 1453-1738 , Munich, 1960, pp. 68-168; Id., 
Regensburg und Augsburg, Philadelphia (Pa.), 1939; Po-Chia Hsia, The Myth of Ritual Murder , cit., pp. 
72-85; W. Treue, Ritualmord und Hostienschdndung, Untersuchungen zur Judenfeindschaft in 
Deutschland im Mittelalter und in der fruhen Neuzeit , Berlin, 1989, pp. 52-58. See also the notes in this 
regard by W.P. Eckert, Motivi superstiziosi nel processi agli ebrei di Trent , in .Rogger and M. 
Bellabarba, II principe vescovo Johannes Hinderbach (1465-1486) fra tardo Medioevo e Umanesimo , 
Atti del Convegno promosso della Biblioteca Comunale di Trento (2-6 October 1989), Bologna, 1992, 
pp. 383-394. 


26. Cfr. Strauss Urkunden und Aktenstticke zur Geschichte der Juden in Regensburg, cit., pp. 73-80. 


27. Cfr. ibidem, pp 82-83, 144-148. 


28. Yoseph Colon, Sheelot w-teshuot, Responsa, Venice, Daniel Bomberg, 1519, resp. no. 5; Id., 
Responsa and Decisions, by E. Pines, Jerusalem, 1970, p. 282, response no. 104 (in Hebrew). 


29. In Hebrew, Ha-ghedolah ha'awonotenu ha-rabbim ekh she-bene', KK. Re'genshpurkh (= 
Regensburg) hem tefusim . The letter bears the date 8 Iyyar 5238 (=1478), but this is a transcription error 
for 5236 (= 1476). The Hebrew document is transcribed with many errors from an lost original and 
inserted in the records of the trial of the priest Paolo da Novara, in an authenticated copy by the notary 
Giovanni da Fondo, in the dossier of the Trent trial records, signed and sealed by the podesta Alessandro 
da Bassano, dated 11 March 1478 (ibidem). 


30. The letters in Yiddish are also preserved in the Trent trial records (AST Archivio Principesco 
Vescovile, s.l., 69, 68). These will be soon be published in full, with an introduction by myself from the 
Yiddish language point of view, in one of the coming editions of "Zakhor". The letters, which are the 
most ancient remaining documents in Yiddish, have been partially indicated and with many inxactitudes 
(cfr. W. Treue, Trienter Judeprozess. Voraussetzungen-Ablaufe-Auswirkungen, 1475-1588 , Hannover 
Forschungen zur Geschichte der Juden, 1977; pp. 114 ss.; Ch. Turniansky and E. Trimm, Yiddish in 
Italia. Manuscripts and Printed Books from the 15th to the 17th Century, Milan, 2003, p. 158). The 
missives, dated the first of May 1476, are drawn up partly in rhymed prose. The recipients are Ellan 
(Ellin, Ella), and her husband, the banker Crassino (Ghershom) of Novara, while the senders are his/her 
daughter Geilin, Geilin's husband, Mordekhai Gumprecht, and his brother Yoel. 


31. "Il prete [gallech] mi ha visto quando ho ricevuto le lettere che gli ho portato [“‘the priest [gallech] 
saw me when I received the letter which I brought him”’] (letter in Yiddish dated 5 May 5236 [= 1476]. 


32. Po-Chia Hsia, The Myth of Ritual Murder, cit., pp. 77-82, Eckert, Motivi superstiziosi, cit., pp. 388- 
389. 


33. The name Rikhard (Reichard), which also appears in the form Reisshart (Rizzardo), is found solely 
among the Jews of Regensburg in the second half of the Fifteenth Century (cfr. M. Stern, Regensburg in 
Mittelalter. The israelitische Bevélkerung der deutschen Stddte , Berlin, 1934, pp. 48, 55; A. Beider, A 
Dictionary of Aschkanezic Given Names, Bergenfield, N.J., 2001, p. 406). 


34. Like Rizzardo da Regensburg, who lived at Brescia but had a bank in the district, at Gavardo, where 
he lived with his two brothers, Enselino and Jacob, another Jewish money lender, Leone di Maestro 
Seligman, had a dwelling at Brescia, carrying on the money lending activity in the district, at Iseo (cfr. 
F. Glissenti, Gli ebrei nel Bresciano al tempo delle Dominazione Veneta. Nuove ricerche e studi, 
Brescia, 1891, pp. 8-14; F. Chiappa, Una colonia ebraica in Palazzolo a meta a del 1400, Brescia, 1964, 
p. 37). 


35. "Modo possunt essi anni sex vel circa in loco Seravalli, cum Arone eius Patre staret, idem Aron dixit 
sibi Lazaro, quod fuerat interfectus quidam puer in dicta Civitate Ratisbonae et quod Rizardus frater 


Aron dixerat sibi Aron, quod habuerat de sanguine illius pueri interfeci Ratisbonae" [“Perhaps about six 
years ago or thereabouts, in a place called Serravalle, when Aaron was there with his father, Aaron told 
Lazzarus that a boy had been killed in that city of Regensburg and that Rizzardo’s brother Aaron told 
him that he had some blood from the boy killed at Regensburg’’] [Bonelli], Dissertazione apologetica, 
cit., p. 143.). See also Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, cit., vol. II, pp. 15, 24-25, 37-38; Po- 
Chia Hsia, Trent 1475, cit., pp. 91-92. 


36. "Primo anno quo ipse Angelus habitavit in castro Gavardi territorii Brixiae cum Enselino, Rizardus 
Hebreus, qui habitavit Brixiae, scripsit unas litteras Enselino, in quibus significabat quod ipse Ricardus 
emeret de sanguine et quod inserviret sibi de eo" [“The first year that Angelo lived in the city of Gavrdo 
in the territories of Brescia with Enselino, Rizzardo the Jew, who lived at Brescia, wrote Enselino a few 
letters, in which he said that Ricardo sold blood and that he had used some of it’’] (cfr. Esposito and 
Quaglioni, Processi, cit., vol. I, pp. 294- 295. 


37. "Isac dici audivit ab Angelo quod Rizzardus de Brixia habuerit de sanguine cuiusdam puerii alias 
interfecit in Civitate Ratisbonae" [“I heard Isaac tell Angelo that Rizzardo had some blood from the 
other boys killed at Regensburg”’] ([Bonelli], Dissertazione apologetica, cit., p. 144). See also Divina, 
Storia del beato Simone da Trento, cit., vol. II, pp. 36-37. 


38. Cfr. Po-Chia Hsia, Trent 1475, cit., pp. 97-98. 


39. “Rizzardus Hebraeus habuerat de sanguine cujusdam Pueri Christiani interfecti Ratisbonae, jam ab 
alisquibus annis et quod illum habuerat a Jossele, vitrico ipsius Rizardo; quem sanguinem sibi detulerat 
Salomon filius cuiusdam soriris Rizardi et quod ipse Wolfgangus dixit eidem Rizardo, quod ipse 
Wolfgangus interfuerat, quando ille puer fuit interfectus Ratisbonae" [“Rizzardo the Jew had already 
possesed blood from that Christian boy killed at Regensburg for several years, and that he had received 
it from Jossele, Rizzardo’s step-father, and that this Wolfgang told Rizzardo, that he, Wolfgang, had 
been present at Regensburg when the boy was killed’’] ([Bonelli], Dissertazione apologetica , cit., p. 
141). See also Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trent, cit., vol. II, 43-45. 


40. "Et tunc Rizardus esset in Civitate Paduae, adjuverat ad interficiendum quendam Puerum 
Christianum, quem Puerum interfecerat ipse Rizardus, una cum certis aliis Judaeis habitantibus Paduae 
et in loca circumvicinia [...] et illum interfecerant in eorum scholis, sive Synagogae") [“And when 
Rizzardo was in the city of Padua, he helped killed the Christian boy, and that the person who killed the 
boy was this same Rizzardo, with certain other Jews living at Padua or other adjacent localities [...] and 
that they killed the boy in their school, or synagogue’’] [Bonelli], Dissertazione apologetica, cit., p. 141). 
It should be noted that at Padua in 1472, a "hostaria da judeai" [Jewish inn] located at Sant'Urbano, was 
kept by a certain Rizzardo di Michele, who must not, however, be confused with Rizzardo di Brescia. In 
fact, the latter was the son of Lazzaro, and practiced medicine and money lending, not tavern-keeping 
(ASP, Estimo 1418, vol. 92, c. 43, ss: “Rizardus hebreus qm Michele sta a Santo Urban, non a altro nisi 
la persona e soa mogliere e tri fioli. Et dice far hosteria da zudei in la ditta contra: et paga de fitto da le 
hostaria a missier Archoan Buzacharin ducati XI" [““Rizzardo the Jew, son of the late Michele, at Santo 


Urbano has only himself and his wife and three children. And he said that he kept a Jew inn in the same 
district; and that he rented the inn from a certain Messer Archoan Buzachazin for eleven ducats’’]; in this 
regard, see also C. De Benedetti, author, Hativiwa:il cammino della speranza. Gli ebrei a Padova , 
1998, vol. I, p. 16). In 1472, Rizzardo received a certain sum due to him from the bank owned by 
Salomon da Piove, represented by the son Marcuccio (ASP, Notarile, vol. 249, c. 59v. 11 March 1472). 
A son of Rizzardo, Abramo, lived at Padua in 1485 in the Volto dei Negri district (ASP, Notarile, 
Agostino delle Conchelle, vol. 2056c, c. 23r 4 August 1485). 


41. Cfr. Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, cit. vol. II, pp. 43-45. 


42. "Interrogatus quod dicat veritatem et non mentiatur, (Wolfgangus) audicissime loquendo dixit quod 
quae supradictum Rixardum dixisse, ipse Wolfgangus narrabit coram quocumque Domino et Principe; 
dicens etiam, quod per Deum, quando ipse Wolfgangus ducetur ad justitiam, ut decapitetur, vel aliter 
interficiatur, affirmavit hoc quod supradixit" [quoted in text], ([Bonelli], Dissertazione apologetica, cit., 
p. 141). 


43. Cfr. Straus, Urkunden und Aktestticke zur Geschichte der Juden in Regensburg, cit., pp. 64-66. 


44. Cfr. ([Bonelli], Disssertazione apologetica, cit., p. 141; Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, 
cit., vol. II, p. 42. 


45. Cfr. Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, cit., vol. II, pp. 29-30. 


46. This Abramo, a banker at Piacenza, seems to have been active from 1455 until the end of Feburary 
1476. Cfr. Sh. Simonsohn, The Jews in the Duchy of Milan , Jerusalem, 1982, vol. I, pp. 183, 653, nn. 
391, 1585). 


47. On 7 August 1479, Falcone, "hostero de li hebrei in la citta de Pavia" [“inkeeper for the Jews in the 
city of Pavia”], asked the Duke of Milan for authorization "de tenere zoghi [...] in la casa de la sua 
habitatione, et che cadauno hebreo gli possa zugare tam de nocte quam de die a suo piacere, libere et 
impune" [“to run gambling games [...] in his dwelling, and that each Jew may gamble there by night or 
day, at his pleasure, without punishment”]. The Duke consented, on the condition that gambling with 
Christians in the tavern would be prohibited (cfr. C. Invernizzi, Gli ebrei a Pavia, in Bollettino della 
Societa Pavese di Storia Patria", V (1905), p. 211; Simonsohn, The Jews in the Duchy of Milan, cit., vol. 
II, pp. 773, 789-799, nn. 1870, 1917). 


48. Cfr. Simonsohn, The Jews in the Duchy of Milan, cit., vol. I, pp. 506-507, no. 1200; vol. II, pp. 798- 
799, no. 1917. 


49. Colon, Sheelot w-teshuvot, cit., resp. no. 160. In support of Colon's authoritative opinion came two 
other well-known rabbis, Yehuda Minz da Padova and Jacob Mestre di Cremona. On the matter as a 
whole, see J.R. Marcus, The Jew in the Medieval World. A Source Book (315-1791), New York, 1974, 
pp. 389-393. 


50. Cfr. Simonsohn, The Jews in the Duchy of Milan, cit., vol. I, p. 702, no. 1701. Our Falcone is not 
identical with the Jew of the same name who had taken part in the conspiracy hatched in 1476 by the 
banker Manno da Pavia and other influential Jews from the Duchy of Milan to poison the bishop of 
Trent in revenge, as the priest Divina seems to believe (Storia del beato Simone da Trento, cit. vol. II, p. 
30, no. 1). The personage in question is in fact, explicitly called Falcone da Monza and had a house in 
that city (ibidem, pp. 161-165). In the spring of 1470, Falcone da Monza was arrested, on the 
denunciation of a converted Jew, with the accusation, later revealed to be unfounded, of disfiguring an 
image of the Virgin Mary and throwing it in the flames (cfr. L. Fumi, L'Inquisizione Roman e lo Stato di 
Milano, in "Archivio Storico Lombardo", XXX (1903), p. 307; Simonsohn, The Jews in the Duchy of 
Milan, cit., vol. I, pp. 518-519, 526, nn 1266, 1244). A native of Udine, Falcone was active in the money 
trade at Monza from 1472, while his money lending permit was renewed in 1479. In 1473, he was 
appointed tax collector for the Jews in the Duchy and on 4 December 1480 he appears among the 
representatives of the Milanese state, who paid into the ducal strongboxes the huge fine of thirty two 
thousand ducats, to which he had been sentenced for having kept Hebrew books containing injurious 
expressions with regards to Jesus and Christianity (cfr. Simonsohn, The Jews of the Duchy of Milan, cit., 
vol. I, pp. 599, 619, nn. 1440, 1494; vol. II, pp. 781, 849, nn. 1881, 2035). 


51. Cfr. Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, cit., vol. II, p. 29. Manno, who, in 1441, had a stable 
residence at Padua, where he managed the main bank owned by him, from 1462 also had a house at 
Mestre, probably in concomitance with the opening of the Venice branch of the Paduan bank (cfr. R. 
Segre, The Jews in Piedmont, Jerusalem, 1986; vol. I, p. 289, no. 630; Simonsohn, The Jews in the 
Duchy, cit., vol. I, p. 342, no. 768). 


52. Cfr. Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, cit., vol. II, pp. 27-29. 
53. Cfr. Simonsohn, The Jews in the Duchy of Milan, cit., vol. I, p. 515, no. 1217. 


54. In this regard, see A. Antoniazzi Villa, Fonti notarili per la storia degli ebrei nei domini sforzechi, in 
"Libri e documenti", VII (1981), no. 3, p. 1-11; Ead., Appunti sulla polemica antiebraica nel Ducato 
Sforzesco, in "Studi di Storia Medioevale e Diplomatica", VII (1983), pp. 119-128; Ead., Gli ebrei nel 
milanese dal Medioevo all'espulsione, in F. Della Peruta, Storia illustrata di Milano, Milan, 1989, pp. 
941-959. 


55. Cfr. Simonsohn, The Jews in the Duchy of Milan, cit., vol. I, pp. 436-437, no. 1019. 


56. Fra Antonio da Cremona claimed that he put an end to the "toleratam habitationem perfide et 
scellerate progenei ebrayce, que ultra id quod semper pertinax fuit et est in opbrobrium christiane, legis, 
semper etiam in suis officiis et orationibus in hoc perfide est obiecta christiane legi, quam ipsam cum 
operibus eius quotidie et incessantur blasfemat" (cfr. Segre, The Jews in Piedmont, cit., vol. I, p. 330- 
331). 


57. The trial testimonies have been studied and published by A. Antoniazzi Villa, Un processo contro gli 
ebrei nella Milano del 1488, Milan, 1986. 


58. Fragments of Mendele Oldendorf of Regensburg’s autobiography have been published by E. Kupfer, 
in "Di goldene keyt. Periodical for Literature and Social Problems", 58 (1967) pp. 212-223 (in Yiddish). 
He has stressed its importance as a source for the history of the Jews at Venice and in the Ashkanazi 
communities of northern Italy in the last part of the Fifteenth century, D. Nissim, Un "minian" de ebrei 
ashkenaziti a Venezia negli anni 1465-1480 , in "Italia", XVI, 2004, p. 45. 


59. In the trial documents, Jacob is referred to as "Jacob ebreus de Papia, filius quondam Manni, 
habitator in civitate Papie". (Cfr. Antoniazzi Villa, Un processo contro gli ebrei nella Milan del 1488, 
cit., pp. 90-92. 


60. "Si faciunt aliquam ymaginem ad symilitudinem Iesus Christi et Virginis Marie et ipsam ymaginam 
proyciunt in igne vel in aliquo, vel ponunt sub pedibus, vel alidquid faceunt in contemptum" (cfr. 
Ibidem, p. 86; "[...] et ipsam ymaginem proyciunt in igne, vel stercore vel sub pedibus" [“Whether they 
make images in the likeness of Jesus Christ and the Virgin Mary and those these images in the fire or 
elsewhere, or stamp them underfoot, or otherwise hold them in contempt” (cfr. Ibidem, p. 88). 


61. "(Judaei} panes azymos seu mazoctos secundum ritum eorum legis confecisse ad instar tamen 
gloriossimi cruxifficii et eius vilipendium [...] quia fecerunt quatuor imagines de pasta ad imaginem 
domini nostri Jehesus Christi in obproprium Christi et fidei catholice, comburendo ipsas imagines infra 
quendam furnam" (cfr. Segre, The Jews in Piedmont, cit., vol. I, pp. 146-147, nos. 326-327). For 
documentation on other cases in which, in the Middle Ages, the Jews were accused of making, on the 
eve of the Passover, leavened bread with the image of the crucicifed Christ, and then causing them to be 
consumed in the heat of the furnace, see D. Nirenberg, Communities of Violence. Persecution of 
Minorities in the Middle Ages , Princeton (N.J.), 1996, p. 220. 


62. "Si (hebrei) capiunt aliquem christianum et aliquid de ipso in comtemptum fidei christiane 
faciunt" (cfr. Antoniazzi Villa, Un processo contro gli ebrei nella Milano del 1488 , cit.. p. 86). 
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CHAPTER SIX 

MAGICAL AND THERAPEUTIC USES OF BLOOD 


Reading the depositions of defendants accused of ritual child murder with relation to the utilization of 
blood, one is left with the clear impression that, rather than explain the need for the blood of a Christian 
child, the defendants were attempting to provide a description of the wonderful therapeutic and magical 
properties of blood generally, and of blood extracted from children and young persons in particular. The 
principle emphasis was placed upon scorched, dried blood which been reduced to powder; such blood is 
said to have been used as an haemostatic [coagulant] of extraordinary effectiveness when applied to the 
wound caused by circumcision. Angelo da Verona had no doubt in this regard and explained to the 
judges at Trent that, once the blood had been reduced to powder, Jews normally save it for later re-use 
when their sons were circumcised, to heal the wound in the foreskin. If available, they were said to have 
used other haemostatic powders as an alternative, such as bolo di Armenia and the so-called "dragon's 
blood", a sort of dark red colored resin, known in pharamceutics as Calamus Draco or Pterocarpus 
Draco (1). The physician Giuseppe di Riva del Garda, known as the "hunchbacked Jew", who had 
circumcised Angelo’s sons, normally used it during the course of the holy operation (2). 


Obviously, Maestro Tobias, who rightly considered himself a medical expert, also knew how to prepare 
the magic haemostatic: "You take the blood, allowing it to coagulate; then you dry it and make a powder 
out of it, which can be used in so many different ways" (3). Giovanni Hinderbach seemed scandalized 
by these revelations and censured the wickedness of the Jews in healing the circumcision wounds of 
their sons with the blood of Christian children in his opening address at the Trent trial. "As with other 
things Tobias confessed", explained the prince bishop, "they medicate their circumcisions with the 
powder of that coagulated blood and then, in the 
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second or third day after the operation, recovering their health" (4). 


Elias and Mercklin (Mordekhai), as well, two of the brothers accused of the terrible multiple homicide 
of Endingen in Alsace, during their trial in 1470, attempted uselessly to beat around the bush before the 
inquisitors’ demands relating to the use of the blood of Christian children by Jews. This blood was then 
utilized for the marvelous balsamic qualities which it possessed, beneficial in curing epilepsy and 
eliminating the disgusting body odour of Jews [il disgustoso fetore giudaico]. But in the end, they both 


admitted to making use of the magical healing liquid to cure the circumcision wounds of their sons (5). 
Leo of Pforzheim, the most illustrious among the defendants accused of acquiring blood from the 
children killed at Endingen, confessed that he had procured it because it was required for the 
circumcision procedure. Leo had known that the powdered blood of children was used as a coagulant of 
proven efficacy on those occasions for more than twenty years, ever since the first time he had been 
present at a circumcision ceremony with his father, twenty years before (6). The Jews accused of ritual 
child murder at Tyrnau in Hungary in 1494 also declared, among other things, that they had used 
powdered blood as a circumcision haemostatic (7) . The widespread use of blood as a powerful 
haemostatic among the Jews is probably the reason for the widespread notion that Jewish males — all 
directly or indirectly guilty of Deicide — suffered painful and abundant monthly menstruation periods 
[presumably anally]. 


Perhaps first advanced by Cecco d'Ascoli in his commentary De Sphaera by Sacrobosco in 1324, this 
eccentric opinion is said to have received enthusiastic support from the Dominican friar Rodolfo de 
Selestat in Alsace (8). The Jews, the killers of Christ, and their progeny, were said to been inflicted with 
an abnormal escape of blood, menstruations, bleeding hemorrhoids, hematuriae [blood in the urine] and 
exhausting fits of dysentery, which they were alleged to attempt to cure through the application of 
Christian blood as a haemostatic. 


"T heard of the Jews [...] that all the Jews, descendants of those guilty of Deicide, have escapes of blood 
every month and often suffer from dysentery, from which they frequently perish .But they recover their 
health by virtue of Christian blood, baptized in the name of Christ" (9). 


Circumcision hemorrhages, epistaxis [nosebleed], overly abundant menstruation, open hemorrhoids, 
abnormal abdominal flow. The most effective cure to control and heal them always seemed to be 
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recourse to the powerful and magical powdered blood of children. But in this, the Jews were acting no 
differently from the Christians of the surrounding society, despite Hindenbach’s feigned and artificial 
stupefaction. In popular medicine, blood, whether human or animal, was alleged to be an indispensable 
component in the preparation of electuaries [powder-based medications mixed with honey or syrup to 
form a paste] and astringent powders of extraordinary effectiveness (10). As Pier Camporesi wrote, "a 
sacred and alchemistic haemostatic, blood (and not incorrectly, in epochs in which hemorrhages 
represented a terrible tragedy, was considered a powerful healant" (11). According to the prescriptions 
of the Theatrum Chemicum, marvelous unguents and powders were derived from human blood, capable 
of arresting even the most resistant flow of blood and of expelling dangerous infirmities (12). The most 
expert specialists knew that human blood possessed great therapeutic powers and was therefore to be 
prepared and treated with the greatest care. They therefore recommended that "it being ascertained that it 
is perfectly dry, it should be immediately placed in a bronze mortar, which must be quite hot, and should 
be ground with a pestle and made to pass through the finest sieve, and after all of it has passed, it shall 
be sealed in a small glass pot and must be renewed every year in the springtime" (13). 


Be that as it may, the Jews, when they described the operation of circumcision addressing the Christian 
public, preferred to omit the use of children's blood among the "restrictive powders" and limited 
themselves to listing others, such as the classical Dragon's Blood and coral powder. Leon of Modena, the 
noted rabbi of Venice, in his classic Historia de’ Riti Hebraici described the ceremony of circumcision 
(berith milah ) briefly as follows: 


"The mohel comes with a plate, upon which are the instruments and things necessary, such as razor, 
astringent powders, pieces of bandage with rose oil, and some similarly use a bowl of sand in which to 
place the foreskin, which is cut [...]. The mohel continues, and, with the mouth, sucks the blood flowing 
from the wound two or three times and spits it into a glass of wine, after which he places Dragon's 
blood, coral powder, or things which staunch, and piece of bandage soaked in of rose oil on the cut, and 
binds and bandages it tightly. He then takes a glass of wine [...] and bathes the infant's mouth with the 
wine in which he spat out the sucked blood" (14). 


The omission of powdered blood from among the haemostatic powders could not be accidental. 
Confirmation of this point could easily be obtained from "Jews turned Christians". They would naturally 
never have concealed such a scandalous practice, 
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assuming that they actually considered it scandalous. Shemuel Nahmias, a Venetian and disciple of Leon 
da Modena, later baptized under the name of Giulio Morosini, discussing the topic of circumcision, did 
not conceal his severe censure of the custom of placing blood mixed with wine on the child’s mouth. 
This practice seemed to him in implacable conflict with the Biblical prohibition against the consumption 
of blood ("Tell me, moreover, is it not against the Divine Law, expressed in several places, that the 
blood is not to be eaten or drunk? And then in the rite of circumcision, you place the circumcised boy's 
own blood, issuing from the foreskin, mixed in wine, in his own mouth, adding, to your greater 
transgression, and repeating that in that blood he will live, almost is if he were to be nourished by that 
blood"). 


But to the utilization of the blood of the Christian child as a haemostatic onto the wound of the 
circumcision, the convert Morosini made no mention at all, almost if the practice were unknown to him 
or did not merit considerable attention. 


"At this point the mohel arrives, and, behind him, another person, with a basin or cup in his hand, 
containing all the instruments necessary to the ceremony are placed, some silver tongs, which are placed 
as a sign of how much foreskin is to be cut, a powder full of Dragons Blood and other astringent 
powders to clot the blood, and two cups or small soup plates, one containing an absorbent material cut 
up for the purpose, greased with oil of Balsam or rose oil to medicate the cut, and one filled with earth or 
sand in which to place the foreskin, burying the portion of the foreskin which had been cut off [...] 
having completed the above, the mohel squeezes the little member of the circumcised boy, and sucking 
in the blood several times, spits it into a glass of wine, prepared for this purpose, and finishes by treating 
the cut with the above mentioned oil and powder (15). 


Another converted Jew, Raffael Aquilino, baptized in 1545, and later appointed by the Holy Office with 
responsibility for confiscating the Talmud and burning it in the territories in the Duchy of Urbino and 
the Marca, never dwelt in the slightest upon the presumed Jewish custom of using powdered Christian 
blood to heal the circumcision wound, instead, concerning himself with the analogies between the Holy 
Trinity and the three recurrent elements in the ceremony, applied to the burying the foreskin in the earth 
of the cemetery, the egg and wine, which, after washing the wound, is given to the infant to drink. 


"Similarly, they take three things for the said circumcision, i.e., the earth from their sepulchers, and they 
put it in a basin in which they place the flesh 
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which they cut off the foreskin, the wine with which they render thanks to God [...] and three eggs, while 
in the basin, into which they pour the wine used to wash the foreskin [...] and they wash the circumcision 
wound with the wine three times" (16). 


The famous Tuscan convert Paolo Medici describes the ceremony of circumcision in detail, with 
obvious hostility, but seems unaware of the use of coagulated blood as a haemostatic powder. In fact, he 
restricted himself to observing, without further detail, that "the mohel [...] places astringent powders, 
rose oil and similar things on the cut, in certain piece of bandage, ties it up, bandages it and delivers it to 
the Godmother" (17) . 


One could at this point conclude that the use of the powdered blood of children, and especially Christian 
blood, as a haemostatic during circumcision, in view of the disinterest in its regard shown even by 
converted Jews, on other points inclined to defame Judaism, is a chimera and a tendentious invention, 
either of the inquisitors, obsessed with blood, or of Jews themselves, terrorized by torture and slavishly 
eager to placate their tormenters. But this would be erroneous and misleading. 


The texts of the practical Cabbalah, the handbooks of stupendous medications (segullot), compendia of 
portentous electuaries, recipe books of secret cures, mostly composed in the German-speaking 
territories, even very recently, stress the haemostatic and astringent powders of young blood, above all, 
on the circumcision wound. These are ancient prescriptions, handed down for generations, put together, 
with variants of little importance, by cabbalistic herb alchemists of various origins, and repeatedly 
reprinted right down to the present day, in testimony to the extraordinary empirical effectiveness of 
these remedies. 


Elia ben Mosé Loan, rabbi of Worms, known as the Baal Shem (literally: the patron of the name), in his 
Sefer Telodot Adam ("Book of the Story of Man"), in Hebrew and Yiddish, prescribed that "to arrest the 
flow of blood from the circumcision and that which flows from the nose, one must take the blood, boil it 
over the fire until it is desiccated, and reduced to powder, place it successively on the cut of the 

circumcision or of the nostrils, so that the blood coagulates" (18). We find a similar recipe in the Derekh 


ha-chaim ha-nikra Segullot Israel ("Way of the Life, also called the Book of Portentous Remedies of 
Israel") by Chaim Lipschtitz, which adds another magical medication, this time intended to arrest the 
menstrual flow. "Take the menstrual blood and a chicken feather, which thou shalt immerse it in the 
menstrual blood of the 
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patient; when the blood with the feather has been well shaken, cause it to be dried before the fire, 
making a powder of it, which thou shalt administer it to the woman in wine" (19). 


Sacharja Plongiany Simoner, in his classic Sefer Zechirah ("Book of Medical Briefs"), was also rather 
precise as regards the Biblical references to the extraordinary curative and restrictive powers of blood. 


"To stop the flow of blood from circumcision or nasal hemorrhage using the coagulated blood of the 
child or the patient: the blood is placed before the fire until it hardens, and then it is crushed with a 
pestle, making a fine powder to be placed on the wound. And that is what we find written in the book of 
Jeremiah (30:17): ‘For I shall restore health unto thee, and I shall heal thee of thy wounds’. It is to be 
understood in fact that it shall be precisely from your wound, i.e., from your blood, that your health shall 
be restored to you" (20). 


It does not, therefore, appear that there can be any doubt as to the fact that, through an antique tradition, 
never interrupted, empirical healers, cabbalists and herb alchemists prescribed powdered blood as a 
healant of proven effectiveness during circumcision or hemorrhage. The fact that this practice was 
probably anything but generalized should not lead us to suppose that it was not actually in use, 
particularly in the Ashkenazi Jewish communities, where stupendous "secrets", first transmitted orally, 
then printed in suitable compendiums, are said to have enjoyed extraordinary success over time. On the 
other hand, empirical knowledge of an analogous kind, even if obviously applied to contingencies other 
than circumcision, were a heritage of surrounding Christian society, proving themselves profoundly 
rooted, particularly on the popular level (21). 


Two other Jewish customs relating to circumcision, which do not appear to have been uniformly 
widespread from the geographical and chronological point of view, are also of particular interest. Here 
as well, popular beliefs, based on magical and superstitious elements, seem to possess a vigor and a 
vitality capable of circumventing the precise norms of ritualistic Judaism (halakhah), or of seriously 
distorting them. 


The ritual responses of the Gheonim, the heads of the rabbinical academies of Babylon, active between 
the VII and XI centuries, refer to the local custom of boiling perfumes and spices in water, thus 
rendering them fragrant and odorous, and of circumcising children, making their blood gush into that 
liquid until the 
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colors were mixed. "It is at this point", the rabbinical response continues, "that all the young males wash 
Themselves in that water, in memory of the blood of the pact, which has united God to our patriarch 
Abraham" (22). In this rite, of a propitiatory nature, the blood from the circumcision wound, united with 
the sweet-smelling potion, is said to have possessed the ability to transform itself into a potent 
aphrodisiac, used in curative electuaries, beneficial in lending vigor to amorous desires and to the 
procreative abilities of initiated males. 


One form of magical cannibalism, related to circumcision, may be found in a custom highly widespread 
among both the Ashkenazi Jewish communities and [Jewish?] communities of the Mediterranean region. 
The women present at the circumcision ceremony but not yet blessed with progeny of the male sex, 
anxiously awaited the cutting of the foreskin of the child. At this point, throwing inhibition to the winds, 
as if at a pre-established signal, the women hurled themselves upon that piece of bloody flesh. The 
luckiest woman is alleged to have snatched it up and gulped it down immediately, before she could be 
mobbed by the competing females, who must have been no less hardened and highly motivated. The 
triumphant winner was in no doubt whatever that the proud tit-bit would be infallibly useful in causing 
the much-coveted virile member to germinate inside the impregnated abdomen through sympathetic 
medicine. The struggle for the foreskin among women without male progeny appears in some ways 
similar to today's competition among spinsters and nubile for the conquest of the bride’s bouquet after 
the wedding ceremony. 


Giulio Morosini, alias Shemuel Nahmias, remembered with much annoyance this repellent custom, 
which he had seen rather in vogue among the young Jewish women of Venice. 


"The superstition of the women is remarkable in this regard. If sterile women wishing to become 
pregnant happened, as they frequently did, to be present [at the circumcision ceremony], not a single one 
of them would hesitate to fight off the others and steal the foreskin; and the first one to grab it never 
hesitates to fling it in her mouth and swallow it as a sympathetic remedy of extremely great effectiveness 
in causing her to be fruitful" (23). 


Rabbi Shabbatai Lipshiitz confirmed this extraordinary custom "of the struggle amongst the women to 
swallow the foreskin after the cutting of the foreskin, as a wonderful secret (segullah) in the production 
of male children". He added there were rabbis who permitted it, such as the famous North African 
cabbalist Chaim Yosef David Azulay, 
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known as the Chidah (the Enigma), and the rabbi from Salonica, Chaim Abraham Miranda, while others 
energetically prohibited it, considering it a scandalous and impermissible practice (24). But the 
cabbalistic herb alchemist (Rafael Ohana), expert in the secrets of procreation, although he possessed 
little skill in gynecological sciences, referred with satisfaction to the results obtained from women 
having swallowed the foreskin of a circumcised boy, even in recent times. In his guide, intended for 
women wishing to have children and entitled Mar'eh ha-yaladim ("He Who Shows the Children"), the 


expert North African rabbi advised that, to make it more appetizing, the unusual dish be covered with 
honey, like a home-made sweet (25). The magical and empirical tradition linked to the foreskin of 
circumcision as a fecundating element was not lost over the course of the centuries, but was protected by 
the secrets of the practical Cabbalah despite the disdainful opposition of rationalistic rabbis. 


It was a common belief that the Jews used blood in powders, dried or diluted in wine or water, applying 
it to the eyes of the new-born, to facilitate their opening, and to bathe the bodies of the dying, to 
facilitate their entry into the Garden of Eden (26). Samuel Fleischaker, Israel Wolfgang's friend, indicted 
for the ritual murder at Regensburg in 1467, attributed infallible magical properties to young blood, 
which, spread on the eyes, was said to have served to protect from the evil eye (‘ayn ha-ra') (27). 


All the cases examined above, and in a great number of those present in the compendiums of the 
segullot, remedies and secret medications, drawn up and disseminated by the masters of the practical 
Cabballah, constitute the exterior use, so to speak, of blood, whether human or animal, dried or diluted, 
for therapeutic and exorcistic purposes. But the accusation leveled Jews of ingesting blood, or of using it 
for ritual or curative purposes, in transfusions taken orally, appears at first glance destitute of any basis, 
being in clear violation of Biblical norms and later ritual practices, which permitted no derogation 
whatever from the prohibition. 


It is not, therefore, surprising that the Jews of the Duchy of Milan, in their petition to Gian Galeazzo 
Maria Sforza in May dated 1479, intended to defend themselves from the ritual murder accusations 
spreading like oil on water after the Trent murder, by recalling the Biblical prohibition in stressing that 
these accusations had no basis in fact: 
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"That they are not guilty is easily proven by very effective proofs and arguments, both legal and natural, 
from very trustworthy authorities, first for the Jewish Law Moysaycha which prohibits murder, and in 
several places, the eating of blood, not only human but of any animal whatever" (28). 


Also the most authoritative among the accused in the Trent trial, Mosé da Witirzburg, kown as "the Old 
Man", in the initial phases of his interrogation, did not hesitate to mention the rigid Biblical prohibition 
against consuming any type of blood to demonstrate the absurdity of the accusation. "Ten 
Commandments given by God to Moses", the learned Hebrew leveled at this accusers, "commands us to 
refrain from killing and eating blood; it is for this reason that Jews cut the throat of the beasts which they 
intend to eat and, what is more, later salt the meat to eliminate any trace of blood" (29). Mosé "the Old 
Man" was very obviously perfectly well aware of the norms of slaughter (shechitah) and of the salting of 
meat (melikhah), prescribed by Jewish rituals (halakhah) and which apply the Mosaic prohibition 
against eating blood with the maximum severity. But his arguments, as we shall see, although apparently 
convincing, were to some degree misleading. 


In fact, if we turn once again to the compendia of segullot in use among Jews of German origin, we will 


find a broad range of recipes providing for the oral ingestion of blood, both human and animal. These 
recipes are stupendous electuaries, sometimes complex in preparation, intended to cure ailments and 
bring about cures, as well as to protect and to cure. For Shabbatai Lipschititz, to arrest the excessive flow 
of menstrual blood, it was advisable to dry before the fire and reduce into power a chicken feather 
soaked with the menstrual blood. The morning afterwards, a spoonful of that powder, diluted in wine 
and served up to the woman, on an empty stomach, was said to have infallibly produced the desired 
effect. Another secret medication, collected by Lipschiitz and considered of extraordinary effectiveness 
on the basis of long tradition, was prescribed for women who wished to get pregnant. The recipe 
provided that a pinch of dried rabbit’s blood be dissolved in wine and administered to the patient. As an 
alternative, a composite of worms and menstrual blood could be of great utility (30) . 


Also Elia Loans, the Baal Shem of Worms, celebrated the extraordinary properties of rabbit’s blood in 
impregnating sterile 
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women. The expert Caballist moreover prescribed, for the cure of epilepsy, the dilution in wine of dried 
blood from a virgin having her first menstrual period (31). In this regard, it should be noted that 
Mercklin (Mordekhai), one of those condemned for the plural ritual murder at Endingen in 1470, 
stressed the effectiveness of using young human blood in curing epilepsy (32). 


The compendia of segullot furthermore stressed the prodigious properties of human blood, naturally, 
always dried and prepared in the form of curdles or powder, as the main ingredient of aphrodisiacal 
elixirs inciting to love and copulation, in addition to their ability to bring about the fulfillment of the 
most audacious and consuming of erotic dreams. It is not surprising that blood was sometimes featured 
in relation to matrimony -- another fundamental rite of passage -- in addition to its uses in circumcision 
and in the preparation for death. 


In the popular tradition, included, for example, by the Jews of Damascus, "a man who wishes to win the 
love of a woman should extract a bit of his own blood, and after drying it before the fire, cause it to be 
drunk, dissolved in wine, by the woman who is the object of his passion" (33) . This electuary is said to 
have been of proven effectiveness in such cases . Other compendia of segullot state that the recipe was 
to be considered valid for both men and women and that, to be of greater effectiveness, the blood should 
be taken from the little finger of the right hand of the person suffering from an unrequited passion (34). 
The defendants accused of the ritual child murder at Tyrnau in 1494 and at Posing, both in Hungary, in 
1592, also mention the use of blood as an aphrodisiac and in inciting love, including, and most 
particularly, in the celebration of matrimony (35). In the famous case of the supposed profanation of the 
Host stolen from the Knoblauch church in Brandenburg in 1510, the rich Jew Mayer of Ostenburg was 
accused of having purchased the Host at a high price to extract its essence, and then of using it on the 
occasion of his son Isaac’s wedding to prepare an aphrodisiac elixir intended for the bride and groom 
(36). 


In the Trent trial, the women, particularly those linked to the authoritative Samuele da Norimberg, the 


acknowledged head of the Jewish community, made no secret of their great faith in the effectiveness of 
the blood of children as an ingredient in sublime potions, both curative and protective, of which the 
popular medicine and the practical Caballah were extraordinarily rich, based on long tradition. Bella, 
Mose da Wiirzburg’s daughter-in-law, stated without hesitation, in her statement in February 1476, that 
"that 
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the blood of a child was beneficial in a manner wonderful to women, incapable of birth at term". The 
women recalled that, when young Anna of Montagana, daughter-in-law of Samuele da Nuremberg, was 
pregnant and suffering from the threat of miscarriage, her mother-in-law, Brunetta, as a woman and an 
expert in these things, as she was, visited her in her bedroom, making her take a spoonful of a 
medicament consisting of dried and powdered blood dissolved in wine (37). On another occasion, Bella 
had seen Anna, pregnant and suffering, sustain herself with a bit of blood mixed with the yoke of a 
lightly boiled egg (38). 


For their part, Bona and Dolcetta, respectively the sister and wife of Angelo da Verona, recalled with 
nostalgic stupefaction their meeting with an herb alchemist of great fame and experience, a few years 
previously. According to them, this Cabballistic quack, known as Maestro Jacob, possessed a book full 
of "secrets" of exorbitant and extraordinary effectiveness, including that of causing pelting rain and 
hailstorms. 


To do this, it was necessary to mix young blood with the clear water of a fountain while pronouncing 
formulae and exorcisms, incomprehensible to the uninitiated (39). As we have already stressed several 
times, it is not difficult to arrive at the conclusion that, when the Jews were accused of ritual murder, 
rather than justify the necessity of the -- so to speak — religious uses of blood, they preferred to expatiate 
at length upon the magical and therapeutic functions of blood generally, both human and animal, known 
and widespread among the people and, in particular, among German-speaking persons, both Jewish and 
Christian. 


This does not yet explain how the Jews, and the Ashkenazi Jews in particular, could reconcile the 
Biblical prohibition against the oral consumption of blood — which was rigid and without exceptions -- 
with the custom, apparently well-rooted, of using it, nonetheless, in medications and elixirs of various 
kinds, proven and tested over time. Since these elixirs are often true and proper medications, even if not 
contemplated by official medicine, the Jewish ritual law (halakhah) only permitted them when the 
patient was considered in danger of his life, in which case the complete and temporary abolition of all 
the norms of the Torah -- Jewish law -- was permitted in order to save the patient. But, as we have noted, 
in popular practice, blood, both human or animal, appeared even in preparations to be administered to 
patients suffering from minor complaints, or complaints of only relative seriousness, or even as a 
curative in the toils of love. Confronted by these obvious contradictions, even 
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the defendants in the Trent trial found it necessary to take a position, and to explain and justify such 
things. And this was not an easy task at all, partly because many of them lacked the necessary culture to 
do so. 


Lazzaro da Serravalle, servant in Angelo da Verona’s house, attempted to do so instinctively, without 
entering into any over-complicated reasoning. In his view, the dictates of the Torah referred to animal 
blood only -- which was always prohibited -- while it was permitted to ingest the blood of a human 
being, particularly if it was the blood of a Christian, the declared enemy of the Jews and Judaism (40). 
As usual Israel Wolfgang, who must have possessed rather more culture than Lazzaro, although not 
strictly rabbinical, attempted to supply a more elaborate response, ingenious and less crude. To the 
young artist from Brandenburg, it was clear that the Torah and later rabbinical regulations presupposed 
two different moral codes, one applying to the Jewish world, and the other applicable to the surrounding 
Christian world, which was different and often hostile and menacing. Therefore, that which was 
prohibited between Jews was not necessarily prohibited in relations between Jews and Christians. For 
example, the Biblical norm which prohibited usury between two brothers (Deut. 23:21), "unto a stranger 
thou may’st lend upon usury; but unto thy brother thou shalt not lend upon usury"), was interpreted as 
concerning exclusively relations between Jews, while usurious lending to Christians was automatically 
permitted -- so much so as to be universally practiced (41). With a bold analogy, which we decline to 
believe was extorted by judges exceptionally erudite in Jewish matters by means of ingenious verbal and 
psychological trickery, Israel Wolfgang maintained that even the Biblical prohibition against human 
blood was absolute for Jews, and rigid when it involved blood extracted from the veins of Jews, but was 
permitted and even recommended when originating from the body of Christians, or Christian children in 
particular (42). 


In this regard, it is worth recalling that, in that which Camporesi calls as "the dark tunnel of necromantic 
medicine", specialty shops offered alchemists and herb alchemists oils and balsams extracted from fetid 
mummies, miraculous electuaries containing the powder of craniums, often from persons condemned to 
death, fat from human flesh, distilled from the bodies of persons killed and suicides (43). It is not 
surprising that popular medicine should also have permitted them as legitimate medications, prescribing 
them not only in the cure of serious and dangerous complaints. The sole recommendation in these cases 
remains the explanation that oils, fats and bones in powder, mummies and human flesh 
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in poultices -- as Israel Wolfgang explained to the judges of Trent with reference to human blood -- were 
not to be extracted from the corpses of Jews. The rabbinical responses were rather clear in this regard, 
when they hastened to stress that "there is no prohibition against usefully benefiting from the dead 
bodies of Gentiles" (44). 


Perhaps the solution to the Biblical and rabbinical contradiction between the consumption of blood and 
the custom -- established among the Ashkenazi Jews -- of consuming it on the most varied occasions, 
may be identified in a late response of Jacob Reischer of Prague (1670-1734), head of the yeshivah of 


Ansbach in Bavaria and later active at Worms and Metz (45). The ritualistic text contains testimonies to 
a practice widespread over time immemorial among the Jews of the German community, and considered 
de facto permissible, notwithstanding the fact that it obviously contradicted the dictates of the Talmud. 
Being a custom now generalized among the Jews (minhagh Israel), it came, over time, to assume the 
same strictness as a ritual standard. The inquiry and the response of the Reischer referred to the 
consumption of the blood of the stambecco (Bocksblut), for medicinal use, even in cases in which the 
patient was not in danger of his life. 


"INQUIRY: What is the basis for the fact that most Jews traditionally permit the consumption and 
drinking of the coagulated and dried blood of the ibex [a long-horned Alpine mountain goat], known as 
Bocksblut and dried in the sun, even in the event that it may be consumed by patients whose lives are not 
in peril, such as people suffering from epilepsy, when it is one of the internal organs of the body which 
causes pain? 


RESPONSE: The legality of this custom must be upheld because it is long-established. This medication 
is obviously permissible, because clearly, when a custom becomes widespread among the Jews 
(minhagh Israel), it must be considered to be on the level of the Torah itself. The ritual motive of the 
permission is based, in my view, on the fact that (the blood) is dried to the point that it is transformed 
into a piece of wood and contains no moisture .It is not, therefore, prohibited in any way." 


The authoritative German rabbi sought to uphold the ritual lawfulness of dried blood totally without any 
liquid component, stating that, in this manner, the blood must be considered to have lost any alimentary 
connotations. But obviously, the central justification of his argument remained the notion that a custom 
established over time in the community of Israel, even if in contrast with the norms, was to be 
considered perfectly authorized and permissible. 
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It has been accurately observed in this regard (but the reasoning may be opportunely repeated in other 
cases as well, as we shall see), that "the Ashkenazi Jewish community, in the eyes of its rabbis, 
represented the community of health, zealous in the application of the Law of the Lord; to those rabbis, 
it was impossible to conceive of the fact that thousands of Jews, devote, fearing God and solicitous in 
sanctifying the name of the Lord, may His name be blessed, might be violating the names of his Law 
day after day. If therefore the community of Israel practiced a certain custom, even in conflict with the 
norms of the Torah, that meant that this was permitted. The consequence of this bold assumption did not 
alarm that generation [....] The German rabbis revised in the actions of their people a sort of translation 
into reality of the Law of God, thus as it was transmitted for generations from father to son" (46). 


If this reasoning was to be considered valid with reference to the standards of ritualistic law (halakhah), 
it was even more valid if applied to widespread and profoundly rooted customs, on the ritual lawfulness 
of which the Ashkenazi Jews, despite appearances, appeared to have no doubt (47). Their rabbis did not 
therefore hesitate to approve and approve practices and customs, such as that of the consumption of 


blood, even when they appeared in obvious violation of the prohibitions of Jewish law. 


The persistence of the custom of ingesting dried blood in medicinal electuaries, widespread among the 
Ashkenazi Jews until modern times, is testified to in the response of Hayym Ozer Grodzinski (1863- 
1940), a respected rabbi of Vilna (Vilnius). Responding to a question (dated 1930!), relating to the 
lawfulness of medications based on dried animal blood to be administered to sick people who were not 
in peril of their lives, the Lithuanian rabbi recalled the tradition, rooted for generations among 
Ashkenazi Jews. "As to the problem of the lawfulness of administering animal blood to a patient who is 
not in danger, since the blood has lost part of its elements and has been dried, this is my response". 
Therefore, Grodzinski went on to explain: 


"If the blood is completely dried, it must certainly be permitted [...] and, even in the case of true and 
proper blood, as long as it was watered down, permission may be granted, in an emergency. And yet, 
since it is easy to use dried blood, which is considered by all to be perfectly lawful, it is impossible to 
imagine a state of emergency which would permit the oral ingestion of blood dissolved in water" (48). 
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In conclusion, the Jewish custom in the Germanic territories, throughout history, of consuming potions 
and medications based on animal blood, without regard to ritual prohibition of the Torah, appears to be 
incontrovertibly confirmed by authoritative and significant Hebraic texts. As we have seen, the 
compendiums of segullot in many cases expanded the lawfulness of using human blood, to be 
administered dried and dissolved in another liquid, which was to be recommended, not only for 
therapeutic purposes, but in conjurations and exorcisms of all kinds (49). The Trent defendants were 
perfectly well aware of this, and listed a long case history of it based on personal experience, even if, 
during the first moments of the trial, they may have considered it expedient to mention the Biblical 
prohibition against the ingestion of blood, which is well known to everyone, as if it were applied by 
them scrupulously in everyday reality. The records of the Trent trial were also to reveal, not only the 
generalized use of blood by German Jews for curative and magic purposes, but the necessity which the 
accused, according to their inquisitors, are alleged to have felt to supply themselves with Christian blood 
(and that of a baptized child, in particular), above all, in the celebration of the rites of Pesach, the Jewish 
Passover. In this case, all they had to do was turn to specialized, acknowledged retailers of blood, or 
itinerant alchemists and herb alchemists, to obtain the required goods; but it was necessary to ascertain 
that the object of purchase was actually that precious and much sought-after commodity, young 
Christian blood, despite the facility of falsification and adulteration. And this was not an easy thing to 
do, or something to be taken for granted. 


During the trial for ritual child murder brought against the Jews of Waldkirch, a village a short distance 
from Freiburg, in 1504, the victim's father, Philip Bader, was later found to be the murderer of the 
victim, little Matthew, and therefore executed publicly, thus illustrating the perpetrator’s relations with 
Jews. In his deposition rendered to the Judge, Bader admitted obtaining a certain amount of blood from 
the child's neck, without intending to kill him, to sell the blood to the Jews, who, according to him, paid 


high prices for that type of merchandise. In this case, the Jews are said to have refused to buy it, saying 
that Bader intended to swindle them, offering them animal blood instead of the blood of a Christian 
child. For their part, the Jews of Waldkirch advanced the theory that the unnatural father had killed the 
child, probably during a clumsy attempt to take blood from the carotid artery and profit 
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from the sale (50). In any case, it seems certain that, in the reality of the German territories, blood was 
frequently purchased and sold, at high prices, for the most diverse purposes, and that young human 
blood was certainly preferable to animal blood. It was, therefore, foreseeable that the ambiguous and 
equivocal sector of selling and purchasing human blood was rife with fraud and counterfeiting for the 
purpose of increasing one’s profits with the minimum of effort. 


According to Trent defendants, their more alert clients had demanded that the resellers provide 
certificates of ritual suitability, signed by serious and acknowledged rabbinical authorities, as was 
customarily done for food products prepared according to the religious rules of the kashrut . No matter 
how paradoxical and improbable this fact may appear to our eyes -- so much so as make one believe that 
it was invented out of whole cloth by the judicial authorities of Trent -- we believe that this matter 
deserves a certain amount of attention and precise verification, where possible, of the underlying facts 
and particulars upon which it appears to be built. 


Both Maestro Tobias and Samuele da Nuremberg, Angelo da Verona, Mosé "the Old Man" of 
Wirzburg, and his son Mohar (Meir), all recalled having come into contact with these retailers of blood, 
often, according to them, equipped with written rabbinical authorizations. 


Sometimes they even recalled their names and origins; in some cases, they described their physical 
appearance with numerous details. 


Abramao (Maestro Tobias’s supplier), Isacco of Neuss, from the bishopric of Cologne, Orso of Saxony, 
Jacob Chierlitz, also of Saxony, are not names which mean a lot to us. These are the names attributed to 
these itinerant merchants, originating in Germany and traveling, with their leather purses with waxed 
and tin-plated bottoms, to the Ashkenazim communities of Lombardy and the Triveneto region (51). 


“Old Man” Mose da Wiirzburg assured the judges that, in his long career, he had always acquired the 
blood of Christian boys from trustworthy persons and retailers bearing the required written rabbinical 
guarantees, which he called "testimonial letters (52). So as not to be too vague about it, Isacco da Gridel, 
cook in Angelo da Verona’s house, recalled the manner in which the wealthier Jews of Cleburg, a city 
under the domination of Filippo de Rossa, acquired the blood of Christian children from a rabbi named 
Simone, who lived in Frankfurt, then a free city (53). This “Simone of Frankfurt” is certainly identical 
with Shimon Katz, 
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rabbi of the Jewish community of Frankfurt am Main from 1462 to 1478, the year of his death: Shimon 
Katz was also the chairman of the local rabbinical tribunal. Rabbi Shimon Katz maintained close 
relations with the spiritual leaders of the Ashkenazim communities of Northern Italy and maintained 
close relations and friendship with Yoseph Colon, almost undisputed religious head of the Italian Jews 
of German origin (54). To consider him as a common trafficker in Christian blood, as Isacco the cook 
claimed, frankly impresses me as an oversimplification and not very believable, in the absence of other 
information in support of such a singular thesis. 


Undoubtedly more serious and worthy of consideration, even if extorted by means of cruel coercive 
methods, was the related testimony of Samuele da Nuremberg, undisputed head of the Jews of Trent. 
Samuele confessed to his inquisitors that the itinerant peddler Orso (Dov) from Saxony, from whom he 
had obtained the blood, presumably that of a Christian child, bore credential letters signed by "Mosés of 
Hol of Saxony, Iudeorum principalis magister". There appear to be no doubt that this “Mose of Hol” was 
identical with Rabbi Mosés, head of the yeshiva at Halle, who, together with his family, enjoyed 
privileges granted by the archbishop of Magdeburg in 1442 and later by Emperor Friedrich III in 1446, 
including that of adorning himself with the title of Jodenmeister, i.e., the principalis magister Judeorum, 
as Mose is described in Samuele da Nuremberg’s deposition. We know that Mosé abandoned Halle (a 
particular apparently ignored by Samuele) as early as 1458 and had moved to Poznan in Poland, to 
pursue his rabbinical activity in that community (55). 


The text of the certificate of guarantee signed by Mosé of Halle, which accompanied the purse of dried 
blood sold by Orso (Dov) of Saxony, was quite similar to the text of an attestation commonly issued in 
relation to permissible food: "Be it known by all, that all that which is carried by Dov is kasher" (56). It 
is understandable that the script intentionally omitted any mention of the type of merchandise dealt in by 
Orso. Samuele, once he had bought the blood, wrote his name on the white leather of the purse, which 
featured a list of the German merchant’s clients and a signature in Hebrew: Rabbi Schemuel mi-Trient 
(57). 


NOTES TO CHAPTER SIX 


1. "Accipiunt dictum sanguinem dictorum puerorum Christianorum et illu redigunt in pulverem, quem 
pulverem ipsi Iudei servant et postea, quando circumciserunt eorum filios, ponunt de sanguine pueri 
Christiani super preputiis circuncisourm [...] et si non possunt habere de sanguine pueri Christiani 
quando circumcisorum, ponunt de bolo Armeno et de sanguine draconis, et dicit quod dictus pulvis 
mirabiliter consolidat vulnera et restringit sanguinem" [““They take the blood of Christian boys and 
reduce it to powder, which powder these Jews use themselves, and later, when they circumcise their 
sons, they place the blood of Christian boys on the foreskin of the circumcised child [...] and if they 
cannot obtain the blood of Christian boys they circumcise, they use Bolo of Armenia and Dragon’s 
Blood, and say that the said power miraculously heals the wound and clots the flow of blood”’] T. 
Deposition of Angelo da Verona to the Trent judges on 8 April 1475. Cfr. A. Eposito and D. Quaglioni, 


Processi contro gli ebrei di Trento, 1475-1478; I: I processi del 1475, Padua, 1990, p. 288. On the 
Jewish custom of applying astringent powders such as dragon's blood on the circumcision wound, see J. 
Trachtenberg, The Devil and the Jews, Philadelphia (Pa.), 1961, pp. 150-151. 


2. "Magister Ioseph, qui habitat Ripe et qui circumcidit filios ipsius Angeli, tenet de sanguine predicto, 
quod postea utitur quando circumcidit" [“Master Joseph, a resident of Riva, who circumcised Angelo’s 
sons, obtained blood, and then used it when he circumcised” (cfr. Esposito and Quaglioni, Processi, vol. 
I, cit, p. 288). "Magister Iosephus phisicuc", known as the "zudio gobo" [hunchbacked Jew], the 
circumcisor of the sons of the Angelo da Verona, appears to have been active at Riva del Garda, together 
with his son Salomone, at least until the end of 1496 (cfr. M.L. Crosina, La communita ebraica di Riva 
del Garda, sec. XV-XVIII, Riva del Garda, 1991, pp. 29, 33, 42-43). 


3. "Thobias [...] dicit quod (judei) accipunt sanguinem pueri Christiani et illum faciunt coagulare et 
deinde illum essiccant et de eo faciunt pulverem" [“‘Tobias [...] said that (the Jews) take the blood of a 
Christian boy and cause it to coagulate and then they dry it and make a powder of it’’] (cfr. Esposito and 
Quaglioni, Processi, vol. I, cit. p. 318). 


4. "Pro ut Thobias inter alias confessus est, (pueros suos circumcisos) cum pulveribus dicti sanguinis 
coagulati medentur et statim altero vel tertio die santitatem recipiunt" ([Benedetto Bonelli], 
Dissertazione apologetica sul martirio del beato Simone da Trento nell'anno MCCCCLVXXV dagli 
ebrei ucciso , Trent, Gianbattista Parone, 1747, p. 113). 


5. Cfr. K. von Amira, Das Endinger Judenspiel, Halle, 1883, pp. 95-97; R. Po-Chia Hsia, The Myth of 
Ritual Murder. Jews and Magic in Reformation Germany , New Haven (Conn.)-London, 1988, pp. 20- 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

CRUCIFIXION AND RITUAL CANNIBALISM: FROM NORWICH TO FULDA 


On the eve of Passover, 1144, the mutilated body of William, a child of twelve years, was found in 
Thorpe’s Wood, on the edge of Norwich, England. No witness came forward to cast light on the savage 
crime. The child's uncle, a cleric by the name of Godwin Sturt, publicly accused the Jews of the crime in 
a diocesan synod held a few weeks after the discovery of the body. The body of the victim of Thorpe 
Wood, where it had been initially buried, was taken to the cemetery of the monks shortly afterwards, 
near the cathedral, and became the source of miracles. 


A few years later, between 1150 and 1155, Thomas of Monmouth, prior of the cathedral of Norwich, 
reconstituted, with plentiful details and testimonies, the various phases of the crime, [allegedly] 
perpetrated by local Jews, and prepared a detailed and broad hagiographic report of the event (1). These 
were the origins of what is considered by many to have been first documented case of ritual murder in 
the Middle Ages, while, for others, it is the source of the myth of the “blood libel” accusation. The latter 
consider Thomas to have been the inventor and propagator of the stereotype of ritual crucifixion, soon to 
be rapidly disseminated, not only in England, but in France and the German territories as well, fed by in 
the information relating to the now famous tale of the martyrdom of William of Norwich by the Jews in 
the days of Passover (2). 


William was an apprentice tanner in Norwich and came from an adjacent village. Among the shop's 
clients were a few local Jews, who are thought to have chosen him as the victim of a ritual sacrifice to be 
performed during the days of the Christian Easter. On the Monday following Palm Sunday, 1144, during 
the reign of King Stephen, a man claiming to be the cook for the arch deacon of Norwich presented 
himself in the village of 
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William, asking his mother Elviva for permission to take William with him to work as an apprentice. 
The woman’s suspicions and hesitation were soon won over thanks to a considerable sum of money. The 
following day, little William was already traveling the streets of Norwich in the company of the self- 
proclaimed cook, directly to the dwelling of his aunt Leviva, Godwin Sturt’s wife, who became 
informed of the apprenticeship undertaken by the child and his new patron. But the latter individual 
awakened numerous suspicions in the aunt, Leviva, who asked a young girl to follow them and 
determine their destination. The shadowing, as discreet as it was effective, took the child to the threshold 
of the dwelling of Eleazar, one of the heads of the community of Norwich, where the cook had little 


William enter the house with the necessary prudence and circumspection. 


At this point, Thomas of Monmouth allowed another key witness to speak, one who had been 
strategically placed inside the Jew's house. 


This was Eleazar's Christian servant, who, the following morning, had by chance, witnessed, with horror 
-- through the crack of a door left inadvertently open -- the cruel ceremony of the child’s crucifixion and 
atrocious martyrdom, with the participation, carried out with religious zeal, of local Jews, "in contempt 
of the passion of our Lord”. Thomas kept the date of the crucial event clearly in mind. It was Palm 
Sunday, Wednesday 22 March of the year 1144. 


To throw off suspicion, the Jews decided to transport the body from the opposite side of the city to 
Thorpe's Wood, which extended to within a short distance from the last house. During the trip on 
horseback with the cumbersome sack, however, despite their efforts at caution, they crossed the path of a 
respected and wealthy merchant of the locality on his way to church, accompanied by a servant; the 
merchant had no difficulty realizing the significance of what was taking place before his eyes. He is said 
to have remembered, years later, on his death bed, and to have confessed to a priest, who then became 
one of the diligent and indefatigable Thomas’s valued sources of information. Young William’s body 
was finally hidden by the Jews among the bushes of Thorpe. 


The scene now became the inevitable scene of miraculous happenings. Beams of celestial light 
illuminated the boys’ resting place late at night, causing townspeople to discover the body, which was 
then buried where it was discovered. A few days afterwards, the cleric, Godwin Sturt, who, informed of 
the murder, requested, and was granted, permission to have the body exhumed. He then recognized his 
nephew William as the tragic victim. A short time afterwards, during 


p. 113] 


a diocesan synod, Godwin got up to accuse the Jews of the crime. Thomas of Monmouth agreed with 
him and accused them of the horrible ritual of crucifixion of a Christian boy as the principal event of a 
Passover ceremony intended to mock the passion of Jesus Christ, a sort of crude and bloody Passover 
counter-ritual. 


The conclusion of the matter turned out to be anything but a foregone conclusion, particularly in 
comparison with the numerous similar cases occurring over the following years, in which the Jews, 
considered responsible for the horrible wickedness, met a cruel fate. In this case, the Jews of Norwich, 
invited to present themselves before the archbishop to respond to the accusations, requested and 
obtained the protection of the King and his agents. Protected by the walls of the sheriff's castle, in which 
they found refuge, they waited for the storm to pass, as in fact it did. In the meantime, little William’s 
body was taken from the ditch in Thorpe's Wood to a magnificent tomb usually reserved for monks, in a 
sheltered spot behind the Cathedral, and began, as anticipated, to work miracles, as only a martyr worthy 
of being proclaimed a saint possibly could (3). 


The most disturbing of the testimonies gathered by Thomas of Monmouth for his file on the murder of 
little William was that of a converted Jew, Theobald of Cambridge, who had become a monk hearing the 
story of the miracles reported at the tomb of the victim of Norwich. The convert revealed that the Jews 
believed that, to bring redemption closer, and with it, their return to the Promised Land, they sacrificed a 
Christian child every year "in contempt of Christ". To carry out this providential plan, the 
representatives of the Jewish communities, headed by their local rabbis, were said to meet every year in 
council in Narbonne, in the south of France, to draw lots as to the name of locality where the ritual 
crucifixion was to occur from time to time. In 1144, the choice fell by lot to the city of Norwich, and the 
entire Jewish community was said to have adhered to that choice (4). 


Theobald’s confession has been considered by some to constitute the origin of the ritual murder 
accusation of Norwich, which was then collated, accompanied by suitable documentation, by Thomas of 
Monmouth (5). The ex-Jewish monk was probably alluding to the carnival of Purim, also known as the 
"carnival of the lots", which, in the Jewish calendar precedes Pesach, Passover, by one month, since the 
macabre lottery was said to have taken place every year on Purim (6). 
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The reason for drawing lots to select the Jewish community to be entrusted with the duty of carrying out 
the annual sacrifice of a Christian child appeared later, in the confessions of the defendants of a ritual 
murder committed at Valréas in 1247, and, with reference to another case at Pforzheim in Baden in 
1261, gathered and disseminated by the friar Thomas of Cantimpré in his Bonum universale de apibus 
(Douay, 1627) (7). On that occasion, the Jews of the small village of the Vaucluse were accused of 
killing a two-year old girl, Meilla, "in a sort of sacrifice" for the purpose of collecting her blood, and 
then dumping the body in a ditch (8). The testimonies, extorted by the inquisitors under torture, were 
said to have shown that "it is a custom of the Jews, above all, wherever they live in large numbers, to 
carry out this practice every year, particularly in the regions of Spain, because there are a lot of Jews in 
these places" (9). It should be noted that Narbonne, mentioned by the converted Jew, Theobald of 
Cambridge, as the meeting place of the representatives of the Jewish communities for the annual 
Passover lottery held to select the location of the next ritual homicide, was in France, but belonged to the 
Mark of Spain. 


But was the case of William of Norwich truly the first ritual murder of a Christian reported during the 
Middle Ages? Was Thomas of Monmouth really the creator of the stereotype which became widespread, 
first in England and later in France and the German territories in the years after 1150, when Thomas is 
supposed to have composed his hagiographic account? (10). It is permissible to wonder. It appears in 
fact to have been demonstrated that the story of William and his sacrifice by the Jews had already 
become widespread in Germany in the years prior to the composition of Thomas of Monmouth’s 
hagiographic account. The first documents relation to William’s veneration as a saint are to have 
originated, not in England, but in Bavaria, dating back to 1147 (11). 


Latin chroniclers report that, in the same year, a Christian was reportedly killed by the Jews at 


Wirzburg, where the martyr’s body is said to have worked miracles (12). Twenty one local Jews 
accused of committing the crime during the feast of Purim and Passover were said to have been put to 
death. 


Rabbi Efraim of Bonn confirmed this report, stating that "On 22 August (1147) wicked men revolted 
against the Jewish community of Wiirzburg [...] making it the object of insinuations and calumnies, for 
the purpose of attacking them [the Jews]. Their accusation claims: 
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“We found the body of a Christian in the river, and it was you who killed him and then dumped him 
there. Now he is a saint and is working miracles’. Under this pretext, those wicked men, and people of 
the poorer classes, without any real motive, assail (the Jews...) killing twenty one of them” (13). 


It is rather probable that the Hebrew and Latin reports were alluding to a crime with ritual connotations, 
considering the time of year in which these crimes were said to have been committed, the collective guilt 
attributed to Jews, the consequent massacre of many of them, and finally, the miracles which were said 
to have flowed forth from the victim’s body. It is therefore possible that the stereotype of homicide for 
ritual purposes was disseminated in Germany before it gained an inch of ground in England (14). 


Thomas of Monmouth’s hagiographic report would appear to vindicate those who have maintained that 
the first ritual homicides in England, France and Germany for almost a century, starting with the 
Norwich murder in 1144, conformed to the stereotype of the crucifixion of Christians, without providing 
for the utilization of the victims’ blood for ritual purposes. In other words, ritual crucifixion is said to 
have proceeded the so-called "ritual cannibalism" accusation in the origin, development and final 
fixation of the type of ritual child sacrifice [allegedly] perpetrated by Jews (15). As early as the during 
the reign of Paul IV, the jurist Marquardo Susanni in his treatise De Judaeis and aliis infidelibus (Venice 
1558), referred to William’s murder and the second presumed ritual homicide at Norwich in 1235, 
alluding to ritual crucifixion, without any mention of the ritual use of the victim’s blood (16). But, if we 
examine the matter more closely, a careful reading of Thomas of Monmouth’s text might point to other 
possible conclusions. 


The Jew Eleazar of Norwich’s Christian servant, the only eyewitness of the presumed ritual homicide of 
little William, claimed, in her deposition, that, while the Jews proceeded with the cruel crucifixion, they 
asked her to bring a pot full of boiling water "to staunch the flow of the victim’s blood" (17). It seems 
obvious to us that, contrary to the maid servant’s interpretation, the boiling water must, on the contrary, 
have been used for the opposite purpose, i.e., to increase the flow of blood. It therefore remains to be 
proven that blood was a secondary element in the so-called "sacrifice of the child at Norwich". The fact 
that the written traditions which have come down to us do not inform us 
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of the manner in which they intended to utilize the blood of the crucified child in this case constitutes no 
proof in either direction. 


Be that as it may, the accusation of ritual murder or the crucifixion of Christian boys spread from 
Norwich throughout England: from Gloucester in 1169, to Bury St. Edmunds in 1183, to Winchester in 
1192, from Norwich — again -- in 1235, to London in 1244, and, finally, to Lincoln in 1255, where the 
martyr was sainted (18). As we shall see, there are reports of an anomalous case of plural ritual murder 
again at Bristol at the end of the 13th century. 


The Gloucester case occurred almost a quarter of a century after the child murder of little William at 
Norwich. Yet, in this case as well, the sources are not sufficiently clear as to the date of the murder of 
little Harold. John Brompton’s Chronicle speaks generally of an anonymous boy crucified by Jews near 
Gloucester in 1160, while the Peterborough Chronicle, although confirming the crucifixion, places the 
crime during the days of Passover of the following year (19). The author of the history of Saint Peter’s 
monastery at Gloucester, seems more precise and better-informed, reporting the killing of a child, named 
Harold, referring to him as a "glorious martyr in Christ", and stating that the crime was committed in 
1168 by Jews, who were said to have thrown the body into the Severn river (20). 


The body of an eight-year old child, Hugh, in the bottom of a well owned by Copino, a local Jew, at 
Lincoln in the summer of 1255. The judge, John of Lexington, hastened to establish precise analogies 
with the Norwich murder a century before. The victim had been abducted by Jews, tortured and 
crucified, exactly as in little William’s case. In those days, the great affluence of foreign Jews into the 
city of Norwich, of modest size, seemed to confirm that something big was in the works, and that the 
link with Hugh’s disappearance and killing was something more than a mere working hypothesis. The 
marriage of Rabbi Benedict (Berechyah)’s daughter, held there at the time, did not appear to deserve 
serious consideration by anyone wishing to demonstrate any other theory. But it was necessary to give 
the role to the principal defendant, Copino, who, rather than respond to the accusations, was to confirm 
them. 


The Jew, under torture, “sang” quickly, according to the pre-established script, confessing that the Jews 
of the Kingdom were accustomed to crucify cruelly a Christian child in contempt of the passion of 
Christ every year. 


This year, it was the city of Lincoln’s turn to be 
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selected as the theatre of the sacred and macabre ceremony, and the child Hugh was simply the victim of 
bad luck in becoming the innocent martyr of Jewish depravity. Popular devotion thus acquired another 
saint (21). Of the more than one hundred persons involved in the religious crime, about twenty were 
executed after summary trial. All the others were imprisoned in the Tower of London. All had their 
property confiscated, which in some cases amounted to huge fortunes, forfeit to the treasury of King 


Henry III. At the end of the 14th century, Chaucer, in his Canterbury Tales, was able to draw inspiration 
from the crime at Lincoln, describing the re-emergence, from a well, of another child, who, like Hugh 
the Saint, had been sacrificed by the infamous followers of the Jewish sect (22). 


The case of Adam, considered the victim of a ritual homicide occurring at Bristol at the end of the 13th 
century, provides us with a true and proper serial killer, the Jew Samuel, who, "in the days of King 
Henry, father of the other King Henry", is said to have killed three Christian children in one year. 
Thereafter, with the collaboration of his wife and son, he is said to have gone on to kidnap another child, 
named Adam, who, tortured, mutilated (perhaps subjected to circumcision) and crucified, is said finally 
to have been skewered on a spit like a lamb and roasted over a flame. Samuel’s wife and son are said to 
have repented, expressing the intention to bathe in the baptismal waters, but at this point the perfidious 
and criminal Jew is said to have killed them both as well (23). As we see, sometimes the popular 
psychosis of ritual murder caused persons caught up in irrational fears to mistake one thing for another. 
And this regardless of the fact that perhaps these fears could have a some correspondence to actual 
crimes committed by individuals deranged by phobias and psychoses of a religious nature, transferred to 
the plane of action. 


A few years after the crimes at Norwich and Gloucester, ritual murders made their appearance in grand 
style in France as well. These crimes, at least in the cases we know about, involved so-called "child 
crucifixions", which, once discovered and made public, led to the massacre of entire Jewish 
communities. It thus happened during the reign of Louis VII, it is said that the Jews of Joinville and 
Pentoise crucified a child named Richard in 1179, who then became the object of popular devotion and 
was buried in Paris (24). When Philippe II, future King of France, was a child, around 1170, he is said to 
have listened in terror to contemporary tales told within the palace describing the Jews of Paris intent 
upon sacrificing a Christian child every year, in contempt of the Christian religion, butchering him in the 
slums of the city (25). 
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The most famous, and most frequently studied, ritual homicide of which Jews in French territory were 
accused during this period is certainly that reported in 1171 in Blois, a central location on the main rout 
from Tours to Orleans, on the banks of the Loire. Here, the Jews of that community, suspected of killing 
a Christian child and then dumping the body in the waters of the Loire, were condemned to death, and 
thirty two of them met death at the stake after a summary trial (26). In his memoirs, the rabbi Efraim of 
Bonn reconstituted that which, according to him, had been the tragic mix-up leading to the accusation of 
ritual murder brought against the Jews of Blois: 


"Towards evening a Jew (who was hurrying along the street), bearing a bundle of hides to the tanner, 
without noticing that one of the hides had become separated from the others and could be seen 
protruding from the bundle. The groom’s horse (which was being led to drink from the river), seeing the 
whitened skins in the darkness, began to paw the ground and then reared up, refusing to be led to the 
water. The terrified Christian servant immediately returned to his lord’s palace and reported: ‘Know ye 
that I stumbled upon a Jew, as he was about to dump the body of a little Christian into the waters of the 


river’" (27). 


It seems obvious that waterways and tanners are recurrent elements in many supposed ritual child 
murder stories, and probably for good reason; this may be seen in many of the episodes we have already 
dealt with, from Norwich and Blois to Trent. The waters of rivers furrowing the regions of England and 
France and the German territories were considered silent accomplices, suggestive of cruel infanticides 
for religious purposes. In 1199, the upper waterways of the Rhine, near Cologne, were the scene of a 
presumed ritual murder, which was immediately punished with the usual massacre of all those 
considered responsible. Some Christians, traveling on a boat going upstream, discovered the lifeless 
body of a girl lying on the bank in the mists of Buppard. The perpetrators of the crime were soon 
identified. A short time later, as it happened, a group of Jews were observed on board a barge moving 
slowly in the same direction, while their other companions controlled its movements by means of ropes 
fixed to the bank. Their fate was sealed. Captured without hesitation, they were hurled into the turbid 
waters of the Rhine, where they drowned miserably (28). 


On a previous occasion, in 1187, the Jews of Magonza were accused of a ritual homicide and forced to 
swear that "they were not accustomed to sacrifice a Christian on the eve of Pesach", the Jewish Passover 
(29). 
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A few years later, in 1195, it was the turn of the Jews of Spira to be accused of killing a young Christian 
girl. Justice was soon done. The Jewish district was sacked by an infuriated mob, while the rabbi of the 
community, Isaac ben Asher, was lynched, together with eight other Jews, and their houses and the 
synagogue burnt down. As if according to script, once again, the tragedy concluded on the river banks. 
The Torah rolls and other Hebraic books, removed from the place of worship, were thrown in the Rhine 
and disappeared beneath the waves (30). 


Two years afterward, as Jewish chronicles report, "God’s rage struck His people when a Jewish madman 
killed a Christian girl in the city of Neuss, cutting her throat in front of everyone" (31). Popular 
vengeance was immediate, and did not limit itself to targeting the supposed madman. Another five Jews 
were in fact accused of complicity in the murder, which was obviously not dismissed as the mere result 
of the insanity of an individual. 


"Particular importance has been attributed to the ritual murder of which the Jews of Fulda were accused 
in Franconia at Christmas 1235. 


Based on the report contained in the Annals of Erfurt: 


"In this year, on 28 December, 34 Jews of both sexes were killed by the Crusaders because two of them, 
on the Holy Day of Christmas, had cruelly killed the five sons of a miller who lived outside the city 
walls. (The Jews) gathered the blood of the victims in waxed bags, and left the area after setting fire to 


the house. When the truth came to light, and after the Jews themselves had confessed to their guilt, they 
received the punishment they deserved" (32). 


The Annals of Marbach, referring to the same events, explained that the Jews had committed the 
horrendous crime "to use the blood to cure themselves" (33). 


Based on this unusual annotation, some people have identified the crime at Fulda as involving the birth 
of a new motive, intended to explain and characterize these religious child murders: so-called "ritual 
cannibalism". If, previous to this time, the Jews had been accused of crucifying Christians, at least 
during the Passover period, "in contempt of the passion of Christ", without the blood of the victims 
being attributed any particular significance, starting in Fulda in 1235, the blood 
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presumably consumed by the Jews for ritual, magical or curative purposes, are said to have assumed a 
decisive and almost exclusive significance. The myth of the crucifixion of the Christian children is said 
to have arisen from the fertile imagination of Thomas of Monmouth, as a result of the murder of little 
William of Norwich in 1144. The myth of ritual cannibalism on the other hand, is said to have originated 
in the Fulda murder in 1235, tendentiously interpreted in this direction by clerical bodies headed by 
Conrad of Marburg, abbey of the imperial monastery of Fulda (34). In support of this interpretation, 
broadly accepted today, people stress that hardly one year afterwards, Kaiser Friedrich II created a 
commission of inquiry to verify whether or not the Jews had really nourished themselves on the blood of 
Christian children (35). 


To this theory a few objections may be raised, which appear of little importance. Precisely in the 
motivation adopted upon the creation of the Annals of Marbach, it is stated that its members were called 
upon to investigate "whether the Jews considered the consumption of blood to be necessary during the 
Passover period". We now know that the presumed ritual murder at Fulda was committed during the 
Christmas period and not at Easter, a sign that the German Emperor, although unaware of these recent 
facts, was thinking of the supposed ritual murders committed in the localities of Germany around on 
Passover eve, when the ritual use of the blood was presumed, even if unverified. 


Secondarily, the allegation that the Jews of Fulda collected their victim’s blood "to cure themselves" (ad 
suum remedium) does not necessarily indicate oral ingestion, and, therefore, a form of ritual 
cannibalism. We have in fact seen that, according to the prosecutors, and sometimes even according to 
the defendants themselves, the Jews used blood, reduced to powder, to heal wounds, such as the 
circumcision wound, to staunch hemorrhages of various kinds, and to spread upon the body and face for 
purposes of exorcism. If these considerations are of any value, then the specific relevance of Fulda as the 
birthplace of supposed ritual cannibalism should certainly be revised, without prejudice to the fact that 
the ingestion of blood in the Passover celebrations was thereafter to become an increasingly recurrent 
and explicit motif in the accusations and trials. 


It was Thomas de Cantimpré (1201-1272), who supplied his theological interpretation of the 
significance of attributing the value placed upon 
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Christian blood by the Jews as the result of some prodigious and infallible medication. According to the 
friar of the monastery of Cantimpré, in the outskirts of Cambray, the Jews were the heirs of the curse 
falling upon their ancestors, guilty of crucifying the Redeemer. Jewish blood was irremediably polluted 
and an inextinguishable source of physical and moral suffering. The only infallible therapy for such 
horrors and painful infirmities lay in Christian blood, which was transfused into their bodies in order to 
cleanse them (36). The confirmation of this unexceptionable truth, Thomas found, as might have been 
foreseen, in the zealous confessions of a learned Jew, recently purified by the sacred waters of baptism. 
This Jews is identified by some as the famous convert Nicholas Donin, responsible for the great bonfire 
of the Talmud in Paris in 1242, and perhaps linked to the anti-Jewish polemics following the ritual 
homicide at Fulda (37). Donin is supposed to have informed Thomas that a Jewish wise man, esteemed 
by all for his prophetical gifts, was said to have bared his soul on his deathbed to confirm that the 
torments suffered by the Jews in body and soul could find certain remedy only through to the beneficial 
ingestion of Christian blood (38). Whether in liquid form or powder, dried or in curdles, fresh or boiled 
-- blood, this magical fluid with the ambiguous and mysterious fascination, made its arrogant presence 
known through stories of child sacrifice, in the folds of which it lay concealed, perhaps less successfully 
than often supposed, until then. 


Ritual murder accusations became more widespread: from Pforzheim in Baden in 1261, to Bacharach in 
1283 and Magonza in the same year, to Troyes in France in 1288. These crimes generally involved child 
murders, in which the method was not emphasized; at times, they still involved crucifixions, as in the 
Northampton cases of 1279 (apud Northamptonam die Crucis adorate puer quidam a Judaeis crucifixus 
est ) and Prague in 1305, and perhaps that of Chinon, in Thiiringen, in 1317. The sellers of Christian 
children to Jews to enable them to carry out their horrendous sacrifices were generally beggars, both 
men and women, who had few scruples when it came to earning a few coins; or unscrupulous nannies 
and wet nurses or unnatural parents. When the market supply was insufficient, the Jews were 
constrained to take direct action to abduct children for crucifixion, running not inconsiderable risks in 
such cases. Inquiries and trials generally concluded with the confession and the pitiless condemnation of 
the defendants, who were at all times considered a priori to be guilty. Justice was often administered 
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in a summary manner, in which case massacres and burnings at the stake were inflicted upon the entire 
Jewish community, such as Monaco in 1285, where two hundred Jews were burnt alive in the 
synagogue, accused by a stinking old woman of bribing her to abduct a boy for them. Another supposed 
ritual murder was recorded in that same Bavarian city in 1345 (39). 


The use of blood by Jews for ritual purposes was explicitly mentioned in many cases, but not always in 
connection with Passover. The Klosterchronik of Zwettl refers, in the year 1293, to a ritual murder 


accusation brought against the Jewish communities of southern Austria, on the banks of the Danube, and 
mentions blood as the motive for the crime. “The Jews of Krems had obtained a Christian (boy) from 
those of Briinn; they therefore killed him in the cruelest manner to obtain his blood" (40). Thus, in the 
analogous case reported at Ueberlingen in Baden in 1332, the chronicler John of Winterthur revealed 
that the victim’s parents had observed "signs of incisions in the internal organs and veins" of the body 
(41). 


In the Passover period of 1442, a blood accusation struck the small Jewish community of Lienz in the 
val Pusteria, a city located on the confines between Karnten and the Tyrol. The martyred body of a three- 
year-old girl named Orsa, a baker’s daughter, was found in a canal. 


Wounds and punctures observed on the body led people to believe that they had been inflicted to drain 
the victim’s blood. It was therefore foreseeable that popular rumor would immediately conclude that the 
crime was one of ritual child murder, committed by the enemies of Christ. The Jews, arrested without 
delay and interrogated with the usual coercive methods, admitted the crime, which is said to have taken 
place among the wine kegs in the cellar of Samuele’s house on Good Friday. The child had been 
purchased by the Jews from a beggar, a certain Margarita Praitsschedlin, who was arrested and taken to 
jail; she quickly confessed. The trial was summary. Samuele, the principal defendant accused of ritual 
murder, was suspended from the wheel and burnt; Giuseppe "the Old Man", the probable spiritual head 
of the small Jewish community, was hanged; finally, the beggar woman, guilty of the abduction of little 
Orsa, was burnt on the wheel together with two former Jewesses, obviously considered accomplices in 
the crime. These tragic events had however a happy and comforting conclusion; consisting of the 
baptism of five Jewish girls, four women and one male, to be exact (42). 
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The only problem, although of secondary importance, regarding the so-called "Martyrdom of Orsola 
Poch" is the fact that the report lacks any contemporary documentation. The first document relating to 
crime at Linz in Easter of 1442 consists of a posthumous report, drawn up in 1475 at the request of 
Giovanni Hinderbach, bishop of Trent (43). We shall therefore have to wait until the beginning of the 
18th century to encounter the first hagiographic reports relating to Orsola and her tragic death. 
Moreover, the attentive reader will not fail to notice the analogies -- perhaps not accidental — relating to 
the involvement of Hinderbach, famous because of the Trent case. The name of the principal defendant 
in both cases is Samuele; Mosé "the Old Man" of Trent corresponds to Giuseppe "the Old Man" of 
Lienz; women appear to play a major role in both cases. Finally, Hebraic ritual cannibalism during the 
Passover period — in this case, committed on the person of an innocent girl — is poorly suited to the 
stereotype, which insists that the child martyr must be a boy, upon whom circumcision may be practiced 
during the cruel and homicidal ceremony. 


A few years afterwards, in 1458, a murder accusation, probably for ritual purposes, was brought against 
the Jews of Chambéry in Savoy. On 3 April of that year, during the first night of Pesach, two Christian 
brothers, Leta, 12 years old, and Michel, aged five, were mysteriously killed, after having been seen 


traversing the Jewish quarter at nightfall. The examination of the bodies indicated that the two children 
had been savagely beaten and then strangled. Suspicion once again fell on the Jews, who were arrested 
en masse and tried without any further delay the following May. Nevertheless, precise proofs not having 
been presented against them during the hearings, the accused were acquitted and released (44). In any 
case, it was clear that any child murder, especially if committed during the spring months, most 
particularly when the body was found near the Jewish quarter, would be automatically attributed to the 
Jews and linked to their secret Passover rites, drenched with blood. 


Several Christian boys, sanctified in the popular devotion and who later became objects of veneration 
supposed victims of the Jews over that same period require a separate discussion. We are referring to 
"Good Werner" of Oberwesel in the Rhineland, Rudolf of Bern, Conrad of Weissensee and Ludwig of 
Ravensburg (45). Apart from the last, with regards to whom we know only that in 1429, at the age of 14, 
he is said to have fallen victim to the horrendous rites of the Jews on the banks of Lake Constance, in all 
the other cases the blood motif returns in an obsessive manner. 
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At Oberwesel on the Rhine, a boy named Werner, also fourteen, like Ludwig of Ravensburg, is said to 
have tortured to death by the Jews for three days and then thrown in the waters of the river. His body is 
said to have floated miraculously upriver, against the current, and to have washed ashore at Bacharach, 
where it began to work miracles, curing the sick and suffering. The tradition, gathered by later 
hagiographers, reports that "Good Werner" had been hung by the feet, by Jews, and intentionally made 
to vomit the Host which he had previously swallowed in church; his veins are then said to have been 
cruelly opened, so that his blood might flow and be collected. In short, the whole tale was an 
extraordinary, perhaps rather redundant, concentration of accusations, intended to exalt poor Werner’s 
halo of martyrdom, from crucifixion and ritual cannibalism to profanation of the Host (46). And yet, 
over the 16th century, "good Wemer" became transformed, from a victim of the Jews into the rubicund 
patron saint of the wine growers of the region extending from the Rhineland to the Jura and Auvergne 
(47) . The close kinship between blood and wine, constant over the centuries, permitted the holy martyr 
effectively to protect the Cabernets and Merlots of industrious and zealous French and German growers. 


Another saint, Rudolf of Bern, killed in 1294, is said to have been tortured and decapitated in the 
basement of a palace owned by a rich Jew in the Swiss city of Joli during the Passover period of that 
year (48). The hagiographic reports of the early Eighteenth century state that this Christian victim was 
crucified and his blood drained off by Jews "intending to practice their damned superstitions" (49). More 
specifically, the violent death of Conrad, a schoolboy from Weissensee in Thiiringen, not far from 
Erfurth, occurred in 1303 and was attributed to the Jews, according to chroniclers, in relation to the 
celebration of the Jewish Passover. In observation of the Passover norms prescribed by the cult, the 
murder of young Conrad, who is said to have become a popular saint in the regions of central Germany, 
is alleged to have had his veins opened to collect the precious blood (50). 


NOTES TO CHAPTER SEVEN 


1. See the text in The Life and Miracles of St. William of Norwich by Thomas of Monmouth, Now First 
Edited from the Unique Manuscript, by A. Jessopp and R.M. James, Cambridge, 1896. 


2. It would be possible to compile an extremely long and extensive bibliography on this topic. See, in 
particular, the extremely curious monograph by M.D. Anderson, A Saint at Stake. The Strange Death of 
William of Norwich, 1144, London, 1964, and the important works by Langmuir and McCullogh, to 
which we will return later: G.L. Langmuir, Thomas of Monmouth, Detector of Ritual Murder, in 
"Speculum", LIX (1984), p. 820-846; Id., Toward a Definition of Anti-Semitism, Berkely-Los Angeles 
(Calif.) - Oxford, 1990, pp. 209-236; Id., Historiographic Crucifixion , in G. Dehan, Les Juifs en regard 
de l'histoire. Mélanges en honneur de Bernard Blumenkranz , Paris, 1985, pp. 109-127; J.M. 
McCullogh, Jewish Ritual Murder, William of Norwich, Thomas of Monmouth and the Early 
Dissemination of the Myth, in "Speculum", LX XII (1997), pp. 109-127. "We note that it was in England, 
the German regions and in those Alpine regions in which the devotion of the "child martyrs" was most 
widespread, always presented as victims of the Jews", (A Vauchez, La santita nel Medioevo, Bologna, 
1989, p. 104). 


3. "In England [...] various images remain of the child martyr William of Norwich (d. 1144), who was 
never canonized" (Vauchez, La santita nel Medioevo , cit., p. 454). 


4. Theobald’s deposition, accompanied by other fragments from the written hagiography of Thomas of 
Monmouth, is recorded by J.R. Marcus, The Jew in the Medieval World. A Source Book (315-1791), 
New York, 1974, pp. 121-126. 


5. Cfr. J. Jacobs, St. William of Norwich, in "The Jewish Quarterly Review", IX (1897), 748-755. 


6. In this regard, see G. Mentgen, The Origins of the Blood Libel, in "Zion", LIX (1994), pp. 341-349 (in 
Hebrew). 


7. Thomas de Cantimpré, Bonum universale de apibus, Douay, Baltarzar Belleri, 1627, pp. 303-306. For 
Thomas's statements relating to the drawing lots among the Jewish community [of] candidates for the 
annual ritual sacrifice of the child who was destined to renew the supply of Christian blood, see H.L. 
Strack, The Jew and Human Sacrifice. Human Blood and Jewish Ritual, 1909, pp. 174-175. 


8. Cfr. A. Molinier, Enquéte sur un meurtre imputé aux Juifs de Valréas (1247), in "Le Cabinet 
Historique", n.s., II (1883), pp. 121-133; Strack, The Jew and Human Sacrifice, cit., pp. 179-182, 277- 
279; Langmuir, Towards a Definition of Antisemitism, cit., pp. 290-296. 


9. "Consuetudo est inter Judaeos et ubicunque maxima sit multitudo Judaeorum facere factum simile 
annuatorum et maxime in partibus Yspaniae, quia ibi est maxima multitudo Judaeorum". 


10. This is the argument set forth by Langmuir, who is often accepted and shared uncritically. "Ever 
since the of ritual murder accusation was first made against the Jews in the Middle Ages, that is, from 
1150 at Norwich, to 1235, for almost a century, the Jews of England and northern France were accused 
of crucifying Christian children, but not of ritual cannibalism (i.e., the consumption of their blood for 
ritual purposes). Absolutely no accusation of ritual cannibalism was ever made in Germany until the 
Fulda case in 1235, and this accusation came to light it was a novelty. It is true that, between 1146 and 
1235, the Jews of Germany were accused of killing children of different ages and as a consequence they 
were assaulted, but there is no evidence of the ritual cannibalism accusation before 1235 at Fulda" (cfr. 
Toward a Definition of Antisemitism , cit., pp. 266-267). On the recent arguments set forth by N. Roth, 
Medieval Jewish Civilization, New York-Lond, 2003, pp. 119-121, 566-570. 


11. Cfr. McCullogh, Jewish Ritual Murder, cit., p. 728. 


12. Annales Herbipolenses, in "Monumenta Germaniae Historica. Scriptores", XVI Hannover, 1859, p. 
3. 


13. Cfr. A.M. Haberman, Sefer ghezerot Ashkenaz we-Zarft ("Book of Persucutions in Germany and 
France"), Jerusalem, 1971, p. 119; Id, Sefer zechirah. Selichot we-qinot le-Rabbi Efraim b. Ya'akov 
("Book of Memory. Prayers and Elegies of the Rabbi Efraim di Bonn"), Jerusalem, 1970, pp. 22-23. 


14. This is the argument advanced by I.J. Yuval, "Two Nations in Your Womb", Perceptions of Jews and 
Christians, Tel Aviv, 2000, pp. 182- 184 (in Hebrew), partially accepted by John McCullogh. 


15. "We read nothing about Jewish blood ritual [...] till right into the thirteenth century. It is mentioned 
for the first time in 1236 on the occasion of the Fulda case, but then already being generally believed in 
Germany" (cfr. Strack, The Jew and Human Sacrifice, cit., p. 277). As we have seen, Strack's arguments 
are accepted and taken up by Langmuir (Toward a Definition of Anti-Semitism, cit., pp. 266-267) and 
more recently by R.C. Stacey, From Ritual Crucifixion to Host Desecration. Jews and the Body of 
Christ, in "Jewish History", XII (1998), pp. 11-28. 


16. Marquardo Susanni, Tractatus de Judaeis et aliis infidelibus, Venice, Comin da Trino, 1558, c. 25rv: 
"de illo Vuilelme puero in Anglia, qui fuit crucifixus a Judaeis in die Parasceves in Urbe Vormicho [...] 
quod Judaei degentes Nordovici quendam Christianum puerum furtim captum totum integrum annum 
enutriverunt, ut adventante Paschate cruci affigerent, qui tanti criminis convicti meritas dederunt 
poenas". 


17. Cfr. McCullogh, Jewish Ritual Murder, cit., pp. 702-703. 


18. Cfr. Strack, The Jew and Human Sacrifice, cit., p. 177; J. Trachtenberg, The Devil and the Jews, 
Philadelphia (Pa.), 1961, pp. 123-130, 143-144; Langmuir, Historiographic Crucifixion, cit., pp. 113- 
114; André Vauchez mentions the popular devotion for Herbert of Huntington, presumed victim of the 
Jews at about 1180 (cfr. Vauchez, La santita nel Medioevo, cit., p. 99). On ritual murders in England in 


general, see C. Holmes, The Ritual Murder Accusation in Britain, in "Ethnic and Ritual Studies", IV 
(1981), pp. 265-288. 


19. Johannes Brompton, Chronicon, in Historiae Anglicanae Scriptores, London, Jacob Flescher, 1652, 
vol. X, p. 1050; "anno 1160 [...] regisque Henrici Secundi quidam puer a Judaeis apud Gloverniam 
crucifixus est". Chronicon Petroburgense, by Th. Stapleton, London, 1894, p. 3: "anno 1161 [...] in hoc 
Pascha quidam puer crucifixus est apud Gloucestriam". 


20. Historia Monasterii S. Petri Gloucestriae, by W.H. Hart, London, 1863, in Rerum Medii Aevi 
Scriptores, vol. LIII, t. I, p. 20: "anno 1168 [...] Haraldum puerum [...] gloriosum Christo martirem sine 
crimine necatum [...] in amnem Sabrinem [Judaei] proiecerant”. 


21. Cfr. G.L. Langmuir, The Knight's Tale of Young Hugh of Lincoln, in "Speculum", XLVII (1972), pp. 
459-482; Vauchez, La santita nel Medioevo , cit., p. 99. 


22. Cfr. A.B. Friedmann, The Prioresss's Tale and Chaucer's Anti-Semitism, in "Chaucer Review", XIX 
(1974), pp. 46-54. 


23. Cfr. Stacey, From Ritual Crucifixion to Host Desecration, cit., pp. 11-28; C. Cluse, "Fabula 
ineptissima", Die Ritualmordlegende um Adam von Bristol , in "Ashkenas", 5 (1995), pp. 293-330. 


24. "Sanctus Richarus a Judaeis crocifixus fuit". Cfr. Vauchez, La santita nel Medioevo, cit., p. 99. 


25. The term used for the killing of the Christian boy by the Jews of Paris is jugulabant. Cfr. H.F. 
Delaborde, Oeuvres de Rigord et Guillaume le Breton , Paris, 1882, vol. V, p. 15. 


26. For an extensive bibliography on the ritual murder of Blois, see, among others, Sh. Spiegel, "In 
monte Dominus videbitur". The Martyrs of Blois and the Early Accusation of Ritual Murder , in 
Mordecai K. Kaplan Jubilee Volume, by M. Davis, New York, 1953, pp. 267-287 (in Hebrew]; Marcus, 
The Jew in the Medieval World, cit., pp. 127-130; R. Chazan, The Blois Incident of 1171. A Study in 
Jewish Intercommunal Organization , in "Proceedings of the American Academy for Jewish Research", 
XXXVI (1968), in "Jewish History", XII (1998), pp. 29-46; and, lastly, Sh. Shwarzfuchs, A History of 
the Jews in Medieval France, Tel Aviv, 2001, pp. 117-123 (in Hebrew). 


27. Cfr. Haberman, Sefer ghezerot Ashkenaz we-Zarfat, cit., pp. 120-124. 


28. Cfr. ibidem, p. 126. On the massacre at Boppard, see Yuval, "Two Nations in Your Womb", cit., p. 
192; Roth, Medieval Jewish Civilization , cit., p. 568. 


29. Cfr. Haberman, Sefer ghezerot Ashkenaz we-Zarfat, cit., p. 161. See also Yuval, "Two Nations in 
Your Womb", cit., p. 185. 


30. Cfr. Haberman, Sefer Zechirah, cit., pp. 42-43; Id. (same author), Sefer ghezerot Ashkenaz we- 
Zarfat, cit., pp. 231-232. On the facts of Spira, see also Yuval, "Two Nations in Your Womb", cit., pp. 
185, 192, and in particular, Roth, Medieval Jewish Civilization, cit., pp. 568- 569. 


31. Cfr. Haberman, Sefer Zechirah, cit., p. 40. 


32. Annales Erpherfurtenses, in "Monumenta Germaniae Historica. Scriptores", XVI, Hannover, 1859, 
p. 31. 


33. Annales Marbacenses, ibidem, p. 178 (“ut ex eis sanguinem ad suum remedium elicerent ". 


34. Hermann L. Strack was the first author to note that the first to notice that the belief in the ritual use 
of blood by the Jews, although widespread in Germany even beforehand, was mentioned explicitly for 
the first time in 1255, on the occasion of the Fulda case (cfr. Strack, The Jew and Human Sacrifice , cit., 
pp. 178, 277). Based on this consideration, Langmuir (Toward a Definition of AntiSemitism, cit., pp. 
263- 281) maintains that the origin of the motive of that which is called "ritual cannibalism" in 
connection with the facts of Fulda. Before that time, in all the cases reported, the crimes were said to 
have involved "ritual crucifixion", without any mention of the blood motif. This thesis seems today 
generally accepted (see, among others, Mentgen, The Origins of the Blood Libel, cit., pp. 341-349; Roth, 
Jewish Medieval Civilization, cit., pp. 119-120). 


35. "Utrum, sicut fama communis habet, Judaei christianum sanguinem in parasceve necessarium 
habeant". In this regard, see Strack, The Jew and Human Sacrifice , cit., pp. 178, 277, and, recently, Sh 
Simonsohn, The Apostolic See and the Jews. History, Documents: 1464-1521, Toronto, 1990, pp. 48-52. 


36. "Quod ex maledictione parentum currat adhuc in filios venam facinoris per maculam sanguinis, 
importune fluidam proles impia inexpiabiliter crucietur, quosque se ream sanguinis Christi recognoscat 
poenitens et sanetur" (Tommaso da Cantimpré, Bonum universale de apibus , cit., pp. 304-305). See also 
Roth's arguments, Jewish Medieval Culture, cit., pp. 120-121. 


37. For the identification of Donin with the converted Jew mentioned in Thomas de Cantimpré, see 
Strack, The Jew and Human Sacrifice, cit., p. 175. For a convincing examination of the Hebrew texts 
placing the French apostate in relation with the anti-Jewish accusations made after the Fulda case, see, in 
particular, S. Grayzel, The Church and the Jews in the XIIIth century, Philadelphia (Pa.), 1933, pp. 339- 
340, and more recently, J. Schatzmiller, Did Nicholas Donin Promulgate the Blood Libel? in Studies on 
the History of the People and the Land of Israel Presented in Azriel Shochet, 1987, vol., pp. 175-182 (in 
Hebrew). 


38. "Certissime vos scitote nullo modo sanari vos posse ab illo, quo punimini verecundissimo cruciatu 
nisi solo sanguine Christiano" (Thomas da Cantimpré, Bonum unverisale de apibus, cit., p. 306). 


39. Cfr. Strack, The Jew and Human Sacrifice, cit., pp. 169-191; Roth, Medieval Jewish Civilization, 


cit., pp. 568-569. 
40. "Monumenta Germaniae Historica. Scriptores", IX, Hannover, 1848, p. 658. 
41. Johannes Vitodurani Chronicon, by G. von Wyss, Zurich, 1856, pp. 106-108. 


42. "Circiter anno quadregesimo secundo, vel tertio proxime elapso, hic in dicto oppido Leontio aliqui 
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CHAPTER EIGHT 
DISTANT PRECEDENTS AND THE SAGA OF PURIM 


Ritual murder accusations have been made against the Jews for thousands of years. The murders were 
sometimes alleged to have been accompanied by ritual cannibalism, but not always. In every case, it is 
rather improbable that the testimonies which have come down to us from antiquity were known and 
disseminated in the Middle Ages and could constitute a significant point of reference for later 
accusations of crucifixion and ritual cannibalism (1). 


As early as the second century before Christ, the almost unknown Greek historian, Damocritus, who 
probably lived in Alexandria, recorded a violently biased anti-Jewish testimony, at that time referred to 
under his name in Suida's Greek dictionary. According to Damocritus, the Jews were accustomed to 
render worship to a golden head of an ass; every seven years, they abducted a foreigner to sacrifice him, 
tearing the body to pieces (2). 


This horrible rite is said to have taken place probably every seven years in the Temple of Jerusalem, 
sanctuary of the Jewish religion. 


Damocritus’s report is evidently intended to stress the barbarism of the Jews, the "haters of mankind", 
who practiced superstitious and cruel cults. It should nevertheless be noted that the Greek historian made 
no reference either to any need to collect the victim's blood or other forms of ritual cannibalism. 


A report only partly similar to that reported by Damocritus is found in the polemical, Contra Apione, by 
Flavius Josephus, quoting the tendentiously anti-Jewish rhetorician, Apione, who lived at Alexandria 
during the 1st century of the Christian era. According to Apione, Antiocchus Epiphane, entering the 
Temple of Jerusalem, is said to have been surprised to find a Greek, stretched on a bed and surrounded 
by exquisite foods and rich dishes. The prisoner's report was extraordinary and horrifying. The Greek 
said that he had been captured 
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by the Jews and taken to the Temple and concealed from everyone, while they force-fed him on all sorts 
of foods. At first, it the unusual circumstances in which he found himself did not greatly displease him 
until the sanctuary attendants revealed the fate waiting in store for him: he was fated to die, the 
predestined victim of homicidal Jewish sacrificial practices. 


"(The Jews) carry out this (rite) every year, on a pre-established date. They catch a Greek merchant and 
feed him for a whole year. They later take him into a forest, kill him and sacrifice him according to their 


religion. They then savor the viscera, and in the moment of sacrificing the Greek, they swear their hatred 
of all Greeks. They then dump the remains of the carcass into a ditch” (3). 


Flavius Josephus reports that the history recounted by Apione was not invented by him, but was, rather, 
derived from other Greek writers, an indication that its dissemination must have been much more 
widespread than we are led to imagine based on the two only surviving accounts, i.e., of Damocritus and 
Apion(4). 


Compared to the first, the second describes a number of variants which are undoubtedly important. The 
sacrificial ceremony is now annual, and held on a fixed date, even if the account does not specify the 
Jewish holiday on which it allegedly took place. Furthermore, ritual cannibalism is now stressed in an 
explicit and brutal manner, even if there is still no mention of any need for human blood, which, as we 
have seen, is said to have become the preponderant element starting with the Middle Ages. On the other 
hand, that both Greeks and Romans are alleged to have ended up as a meal for ravenous Jews is shown 
by the fact that Dio Cassius, writing of their rebellion at Cyrene (115 of the Christian era), hastened to 
mention, in disgust, that the Jews were accustomed to feasting upon the bodies of Greek and Roman 
enemies slain in battle. Not contenting themselves with the satisfaction of this alimentary predilection, 
they painted their bodies with the blood of their enemies and used their intestines as belts (5). 


A more delicate matter than the above seems to relate to a passage in the Talmud (Ketubot 102b) which 
might be interpreted as an indirect confirmation of the phenomenon of ritual murder during an ancient 
epoch, although we don’t know how widespread or how widely approved it may have been. The passage 
concerns a so-called “outside” baraita, or mishnah, i.e., one not incorporated into the codified and 
canonical text of the mishnah (dating back 
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approximately to the third century A.D.) -- which seems to be one of the oldest -- and may therefore be 
traced back to Palestine at the time of the second Temple. 


"A man is killed, leaving a son of a tender age in the care of his mother. When the father's heirs 
approach up and say, ‘Let him grow up with us’, and the mother say 'Let him grow up with me’, he (the 
boy) should be left with the mother, and should not be entrusted to the care of anyone entitled to inherit 
from him. A case of this kind happened in the past and (the heirs) killed him on Passover Eve (Hebrew: 
weshachatuhu ' erev ha-Pesach)" (6). 


We know that the Hebrew verb shachet has the meaning of "butcher", "kill", as well as to "immolate", 
as, for example, as a sacrifice (as for example, Exodus 12:21 "Thou shalt sacrifice the Passover lamb", 
we-shachatu ha-pesach). If in the case in question were merely a question of a simple murder committed 
by heirs for profit, the statement that the murder was committed "on Passover Eve" would be quite 
superfluous. In fact, in support of the law providing that the child should be entrusted to the mother 
instead of persons entitled to inherit his property, it would have been sufficient merely to state that, in 
the past, a child had been killed by his heirs. When and how the murder occurred is in fact superfluous. 


Unless we recall to mind a circumstance, presumably well known, in which the child murder, which 
deserved to be condemned, actually occurred, but only for material and egotistical motives. 


At this point, it might be noted that the most ancient Christian authors appeared to make no use of this 
Talmudic passage in their anti-Jewish polemics, although the passage shows a relationship between the 
cruel killing of a child and the Jewish Passover, which might have been used by them in support of the 
ritual murder accusation. But perhaps their failure to do so was due to poor knowledge of Talmudic 
literature and rabbinical literature in general on the part of Christian polemicists, who were often 
ignorant of Talmudic and rabbinical language and interpretive categories (7). 


Be that as it may, it is advisable to stress that the reading "They killed (or immolated) him on Passover 
eve" (we-shachatuhu 'erev ha- Pesach ), appears in all the manuscript and ancient versions of the 
Ketubot treatise in question, as well as in the first edition of the Talmud, printed at Venice in 1521 by 
Daniel Bomberg. Later, no doubt 
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for the purpose of defending themselves against the ritual murder accusation brought by those who had, 
in the meantime, discovered the potential value of the embarrassing passage, the Jewish editors of the 
Talmud replaced the passage with a more anaemic, less embarrassing reading: "they killed him on New 
Year's Eve (‘erev Rosh Ha-Shanah), or "they killed him the first evening" (‘erev ha-rishon) (8). The 
latter version might suggest that the child's heirs got rid of him in a violent way as early as the evening 
of the day upon he was entrusted to them, with the obvious intention of getting their hands on the estate 
as soon as possible. 


The editors of the famous Vilna edition of the Talmud (1835) justified their decision to adopt the reading 
"they killed him the first evening" in a glossa to Ketubot 102b, in which they rejected the preceding 
version — but without explicitly mentioning it — containing the reference to “Passover Eve’, as the 
circumstance under which the unhappy child is said to have been cruelly killed. "Whoever preceded us 
in the Talmud", they stressed, "fell into error and preferred a reading completely torn out of context" (9). 


That Christian Europe of the Middle Ages feared the Jews is an established fact. Perhaps the widespread 
fear that Jews were scheming to abduct children, subjecting them to cruel rituals, even antedates the 
appearance of stereotypical ritual murder which seems to have originated in the 12th century. As for 
myself, I believe that serious consideration should be given to the possibility that this fear was largely 
related to the slave trade, particularly in the 9th and 10th centuries, when the Jewish role in the slave 
trade appears to have been preponderant (10). 


During this period, Jewish merchants, from the cities in the valley of the Rhone, Verdun, Lione, Arles 
and Narbonne, in addition to Aquisgrana, the capital of the empire in the times of Louis the Pious [Louis 
I]; and in Germany from the centres of the valley of the Rhine, from Worms, Magonza and Magdeburg; 
in Bavaria and Bohemia, from Regensburg and Prague - were active in the principal markets in which 


slaves (women, men, eunuchs) were offered for sale, by Jews, sometimes after abducting them from 
their houses. From Christian Europe the human merchandise was exported to the Islamic lands of Spain, 
in which there was a lively market. The castration of these slaves, particularly children, raised their 
prices, and was no doubt a lucrative and profitable practice (11). 


The first testimony relating to the abduction of children by Jewish merchants active in the trade flowing 
into Arab Spain, 
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comes down to us in a letter from Agobard, archbishop of Lyon in the years 816-840. The French prelate 
describes the appearance at Lyons of a Christian slave, having escaped from Cordoba, who had been 
abducted from Leonese Jewish merchant twenty four years before, when he was a child, to be sold to the 
Moslems of Spain. His companion in flight was another Christian slave having suffered a similar fate 
after being abducted six years before by Jewish merchants at Arles. The inhabitants of Lyons confirmed 
these claims, adding that yet another Christian boy had been abducted by Jews to be sold into slavery 
that same year. Agobard concludes his report with a comment of a general nature; that these were not 
considered isolated cases, because, in every day practice, the Jews continued to procure Christian slaves 
for themselves and furthermore subjecting them to "infamies such that it would be vile in itself to 
describe them" (12). 


Precisely what kind of abominable “infamies” Agobard is referring to is not clear; but it is possible that 
he was referring to castration more than to circumcision (13). Liutprando, bishop of Cremona, in his 
Antapodosis, said to have been written in approximately 958-962, referred to the city of Verdun as the 
principal market in which Jews castrated young slaves intended for sale to the Moslems of Spain (14). 
During this same period, two Arab sources, Ibn Haukal and Ibrahim al Qarawi, also stressed that the 
majority of their eunuchs originated from France and were sold to the Iberian peninsula by Jewish 
merchants. Other Arabic writers mentioned Lucerna, a city with a Jewish majority, halfway between 
Cordoba and Malaga in southern Spain, as another major market, in which the castration of Christian 
children after reducing them to slavery was practiced on a large scale by the very same people (15). 


Contemporary rabbinical responses provide further confirmation of the role played by Jews in the trade 
in children and young people as well as in the profitable transformation of boys into eunuchs. These 
texts reveal that anyone who engaged in such trade was aware of the risks involved, because any person 
caught and arrested in possession of castrated slaves in Christian territories was decapitated by order of 
the local authorities (16). 


Even the famous Natronai, Gaon of the rabbinical college of Sura in the mid-9th century was aware of 
the problems linked to the dangerous trade in young eunuchs. 
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"Jewish (merchants) entered (into a port or a city), bringing with them slaves and castrated children 
[Hebrew: serisim ketannim]. When the local authorities confiscated them, the Jews corrupted them with 
money, reducing them to more harmless advisors, and the merchandise was returned, at least in 

part" (17). 


But if one wishes to interpret the significance and scope of the Jewish presence in the slave trade and 
practice of castration, it is a fact that the fear that Christian children might be abducted and sold was 
rather widespread and deeply rooted in all Western European countries, particularly, France and 
Germany, from which these Jews originated and where the greater part of the slave merchants operated. 
Personalities in the clergy nourished that fear, conferring religious connotations upon it with an anti- 
Jewish slant, failing to account for the fact that slavery as a trade had not yet gone out of fashion morally 
and, as such, was broadly tolerated in the economic reality of the period. On the other hand, the 
abduction and castration of children, often inevitably confused with circumcision, which was no less 
feared and abhorred, could not fail to insinuate themselves in the collective unconscious mind of 
Christian Europe, especially the French and German territories, inciting anxiety and fear, which 
probably solidified over time, and, as a result, are believed to have concretized themselves in a variety of 
ways and in more or less in the same places, as the ritual murder. 


In the Hebrew calendar, Pesach, Passover, comes one month after the feast of Purim, which 
commemorates the miraculous salvation of the Jewish people in Persia during the reign of King 
Ahasuerus I (519-465) from the threat of extermination linked to the plotting of the King’s perfidious 
minister, Haman. The Book of Esther, which examines all these explosive matters and exalts the saving 
function of the Biblical heroine as well as that of Mordechai, Esther’s uncle and mentor, concludes with 
the hanging of Haman and his ten sons, as well as with the beneficial massacre of the enemies of Israel. 
Leon of Modena in his Riti, describes Purim in precisely this manner, stressing a carnival-like 
atmosphere of celebrations and convivial opulence in which restraint and inhibition were dangerously 
weakened. 


"On the 14th of Adar, which is March, is the festival of Purim, in memory of everything we read in the 
Book of Esther, which saved the people of Israel from being exterminated through the machinations of 
Haman, and he and his sons were hanged [...]. After the ordinary orations, with remembrance only of the 
escape which occurred at the hour of death, we read the entire History or Book of Esther, which were 
written on parchment in volume as the Panteuch, and we call meghillah, i.e., volume. And some hearing 
Haman's mentioned, 
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beat as a sign to curse him [...] They make much rejoicing festivities and banquets [...] an effort is made 
to serve the most sumptuous meal possible and eat and drink more than usual, after which friends go out 


to visit each other, with receptions, festivities and revelry" (18). 


For a number of reasons, not least that of its not infrequent proximity to Holy Week, Purim, also called 


the "festival of the lots", came, in time, to acquire openly anti-Christian connotations and the related 
celebrations became openly suggestive in this sense, both in form and substance, sometimes audaciously 
and openly. Haman, equated with that other Biblical arch-enemy of the Jews, Amalek (Deut. 25: 17-19), 
whose memory was to be blotted out from the face of the earth, was transformed, over time, into Jesus, 
the False Messiah, whose impious followers were once threatening the Chosen People with 
extermination (19). 


Moreover, Haman was killed, hanged, as Jesus was said to have been, and there was no shortage of 
exegetic material reinforcing this paragon. In the Greek translation of the Septuagint as well as in 
Flavius Josephus (Ant. Jud. Xi, 267, 280), Haman’s gallows was interpreted as a cross, and the 
execution of King Ahasuerus’s belligerent minister was described, in effect, as a true and proper 
crucifixion. The equation between Amalek, Haman and Christ was self-evidently obvious. Haman, who, 
in the Biblical text is referred to as talui, "the hanged one", was confused with He who, in all anti- 
Christian Hebraic texts, was the Talui by antonomasia [the replacement of a proper name by an epithet], 
i.e., the crucified Christ (20). 


The sensational trial of the most prominent members of the Ashkenazi communities of northern Italy, 
accused of vilifying the Christian religion was held in Milan in the spring of 1488. In reply to inquisitors 
demanding the name used by Jews with reference to Jesus of Nazareth, Salomone da Como, one of the 
accused, answered unhesitatingly: "Among ourselves we call him "Ossoays" ("that man", from the 
Hebrew oto’ ha-ish, according to the German pronunciation), or Talui ("the hanged one", "the crucified 
one"), while, when speaking to Christians, we always refer to him as ‘Christ’" (21). It is not surprising 
that a text by 4th century writer Evagrius describes the Jew Simone, in an argument with a Christian, 
Theophilus, should have equated “the cursed and despised Passion of Christ" with Haman’s 


‘crucifixion’ (22) . 


According to the great English anthropologist James George Frazer, Christ died while playing the role of 
Haman (the dying god) in a drama of Purim in which (Jesus) Barabbas, the double of Jesus 
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of Nazareth, played the part of Mordechai (the god that resurges). In the model of the god that dies and 
is reborn -- which is common in the Near East -- Haman is said to have played the part of death and 
Mordechai that of life, while the celebration of Purim is said to constitute the Hebraic ritual of death and 
resurrection. Based on this consideration, one might hypothesize that, in the past, the Jews, at the 
culmination of the festival, might have been accustomed to putting a man to death in flesh and blood 
reality, and that Jesus was crucified in this context, playing the role of Ahasuerus’s tragic minister, the 
arch-enemy of Israel (23). 


There is no shortage of testimonies of the celebration of rituals, within the framework of the carnival of 
Purim, intended to vilify and outrage the image of Haman, reconstituted in the semblance of Christ 
hanging from the cross. First, the emperor Honorius (384-423) and, in his footsteps, Theodosius (401- 


450), prohibited the Jews from the provinces of the Empire from setting fire to effigies of Haman 
crucified in contempt of the Christian religion. Probably to be associated with the preceding prohibitions 
is the report, mentioned by the late chronicler Agapius [10th century] and dating back to 404-407 A.D., 
during the reign of Theodosius II [Flavius Theodosius, Roman Emperor of the East, 401-450 A.D.], that 
certain Jews of Alexandria, forced to submit to baptism, are said to have rebelled, giving rise to a 
sensational protest, stating that, in their eyes, such a ceremony possessed the fascination of a certain 
originality. They are said to have taken an image of the crucified Christ, heaping insults upon the 
Christians, mocking them with the words: "This is our Messiah?" (24). It is not impossible that the 
episode formed part of the framework of the Hebraic Purim celebrations. 


Before 1027, at Byzantium [Constantinople, now Istanbul], baptized Jews were required to curse their 
ex-fellow-Jews "who celebrated the festival of Mordechai, crucifying Haman on a beam of wood, in the 
form of a cross, and then setting fire to it, accompanying the vile rite with a torrent of imprecations 
directed at those faithful to Christ". Again, in the very early 13th century, Arnol, prior of the monastery 
at Liibeck, censured the wickedness of the Jews in bitter terms "in crucifying the figure of the Redeemer 
every year, making him the object of shameless ridicule" (25). 


Even the Hebrew texts do not seem to be sparing on information in this regard. The Talmudic dictionary 
Arukh, consisting of the rabbi Natan b. Yehiel of Rome in the second half of the 11th century, contains 
reports that the Jews of Babylon were accustomed to celebrate the festival of Purim in a particular way. 


"Tt is the custom among the Jews of Babylon and the rest of the entire world for the boys to make 
effigies shaped like Haman and hang them 
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on the roofs of their houses for four or five days (before the festival). In the days of Purim, they prepare 
a phallus and throw it among these images, while they stand around singing songs" (26). 


The above mentioned rites were culinary, even symbolically cannibalistic in nature. The effigies of 
Haman-Christ were of sweet pastry, to be destroyed, avidly consumed by youngsters and children during 
the days of carnival (27). 


During the Middle Ages, the sweet delicacy enjoying absolute primacy in the sumptuous banquets of 
Purim was a typical biscuit, once again bearing the pathetic figure of Haman as a gastronomic butt of 
ridicule. The so-called "Haman's ears" (onze' Aman), presented in a variety of versions according to the 
various traditions of the Jewish community, gained a position of great importance in the feast of Purim. 
In Italy, they were strips of puff pastry shaped like ass's ears, fried in olive oil and powdered sugar, 
which quite resembled the Tuscan cenci and Roman frappe prepared during carnival time. Among 
Oriental and north African Jews, the puff pastry was roasted and covered with honey and sesame seeds 
(28). 


The Italian Ashkenazim did not much care for the overly-Mediterranean taste of these [latter] biscuits, 
which they called "galahim frit" in contempt, "fried priests" (literally "people with the tonsure"), 
confirming the detestable relationship between Haman, Israel’s bitter enemy, and the arrogance of 
Christianity, with its priests. Their version of the "ears" were called Hamantaschen or "Haman's 
pockets", and was more elaborate. These consisted of a large triangle-shaped cake of egg pasta filled 
with a sweet brownish mixture based on poppy seeds (29). Nor should we be surprised to find that, even 
in the relatively recent past, there was no shortage of people in Germany who shared the belief, curious 
even if not very original, that the Ashkenazi stuffed their Hamantaschen with the coagulated blood of 
Christian boys martyred by them (30). Modern anti-Semites gather and disseminate this cannibalistic 
fable today from their university chairs, particularly in the Arab countries, making it the subject of 
ridiculous pseudo-historical research (31). 


Tuming back centuries, however, we must note, following Frazer, that the ritual of Purim did not always 
conclude with the bloodless hanging of a mere effigy of Haman. Sometimes, the “effigy” was a flesh- 
and-blood Christian, 
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crucified for real, during the wild revelry of the Jewish carnival. One of these sources of which we can 
attain with regards it Socrates Scolasticus, history of the Church in the 5th century, which, from its 
Historia Ecclestiastica (VII, 16) refers to a case occurring in 415 at Inmestar, near Antioch, in Syria 
(32). The local Hebrews, in their debaucheries and intemperate revelry to celebrate Purim, after getting 
suitably drunk, according to the prescriptions of the ritual, which provided that they must drink so much 
wine that they can no longer distinguish Haman from Mordechai: 


”..took to deriding the Christians and Christ Himself in their boasting; they ridiculed the cross and 
anyone trusting in the crucifix, putting the following joke in practice. 


“They took a Christian child, tied it to a cross and hanged him. Initially they made him the object of 
jokes and drollery; then, after a while, they lost control of themselves and mistreated him to such a 
degree that they killed him." 


The report, which makes no mention of miracles occurring at the site of the relics of the martyred child, 
seems to possess all the indications of truthfulness. Moreover, as we have seen above, there are people 
who have viewed the immoderate celebrations of Purim, accompanied by anti-Christian insults and 
violence, as the core from which the belief in Jewish ritual homicide of Christian children is thought to 
have developed during the Middle Ages, as an integral part of a ritual centered around on the festival of 
Pesach, considered the ideal culmination of Purim (33). 


The case of Inmestar is not an isolated one. A Jewish source, the memoires of rabbi Efraim of Bonn, 
takes us to France, to Brie-Compte Robert, in 1191 or 1192 (34). A servant of the Duchess of 
Champagne was found guilty of the murder of a Jew and was held in prison for that offense. The other 


Jews of the village decided to rescue the prisoner in exchange for money and executed him during the 
festival of Purim , hanging him (35). 


“A perfidious Christian killed a Jew in the city of Brie, which is in France. Then the other Jews, his 
relatives, went to the lord of the region (the Duchess of Champagne), and implored her (to hand over) 
the murderer, who was a servant of the King of France. They therefore bribed her with their money in 
order to be able to crucify the killer (36). And they crucified him on the eve of Purim" (37). 


The vengeance demanded in a loud voice by the Christians of Brie, headed by Philippe IT August, King 
of France (1165-1223), was not long in coming. 
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The entire adult Jewish population of the city, totaling about eighty persons, were tried and condemned 
to be burnt at the stake ("wealthy persons, rich and influential, some of them famous rabbis and people 
of culture, who refused to sully themselves [in the baptismal waters] and to betray the One God, were 
burnt alive proclaiming the unity of the Creator"). The children, who were Jews and circumcised, were 
taken en masse to the baptismal font to be made Christians. No festival of Purim ever concluded in a 
more tragic manner for the Jews, overturning and thwarting the saving and hope-giving meaning of the 
Biblical account of Esther and Mordechai. 


The blasphemous parody of the Passion of Christ sometimes had the most tragic consequences. But this 
obvious fact did not always suffice to cool hot heads and restrain fanatical, agitated minds. The 
Christians were not too subtle about it, since they certainly didn't need excuses or pretexts to perpetrate 
indiscriminate massacres of Jews or to plunge Jewish children into the beneficial waters of baptism by 
force. The spiral of violence, having due regard to the discrepancies between the relative power and size 
of the two conflicting societies, could not be extinguished. The serpent bit its own tail, leaving its 
imprint of blood on the sand. Each society was, in a sense, its own victim, but neither noticed. 


To give a few examples, on 7 February 1323, a few days before the festival of Purim, a Jew in the 
Duchy of Spoleto was condemned for striking and insulting the cross (38). On 28 February 1504, 
precisely coinciding with the festival of Purim, a beggar from Bevagna accused the local Jews of the 
place, transformed into evil spirits, of having cruelly crucified him (39). It was still in the days of Purim, 
in February 1444, that the Jews of Vigone, in Piedmont, were accused of having pretended to butcher an 
image of Christ Crucified as a joke (40); again, it was in the month of February, this time in 1471, that a 
Jew from Gubbio brought a legal action to "scrape" the image of the Virgin Mary from the outside wall 
of his house (41). 


Purim was followed by Pesach, but the story, during that violent month, was no different, even without 
any strict need to play cruel and lethal cruel tricks on Christian boys, or to stone Jews and their houses 
en masse during the "holy hailstorm of stones". On 21 March 1456, a Jew of Lodi entered the cathedral 
of San Lorenzo at nightfall with a drawn sword, directing himself without hesitation, where he walked 


straight up to the main altar and proceeded to make log wood and splinters out of the image of Christ 
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Crucified, with the evident intention of chopping it to bits. His fate was sealed. The culprit was lynched 
on the spot, amidst the rejoicing of a jubilant crowd, and vengeance was wreaked. 21 March 1456 
corresponded to the 15th of the Month of Nissan of the Jewish year 5216 and the first day of Pesach. 
The matter was thus described by the commander of Lodi to the Duke of Milan: 


"In our dear city of Lodi, on the 21st day, 17 hours, of the present month [March], according to the 
common reports, a Jew entered the cathedral with sword in hand to cut the crucifix of Christ to pieces, 
for which offense the whole territory rose up against him and they ran to the Jew’s house [...] and killed 
the above-mentioned Jew and dragged him on the ground" (42). 


In the early modern age, the carnival-like festivities of Purim finally lost those qualities of 
aggressiveness and violence which had been characteristic since the early Middle Ages, but never 
renounced the clearly anti-Christian meaning it possessed according to tradition. Thus wrote Giulio 
Morosini, known as Shemuel Nahmias at Venice when he was still a Jew, a shrewd former disciple of 
Leon da Modena: 


"During the reading [of the megillah of Esther], whenever Haman is named, the boys beat the benches of 
the synagogue with hammers or sticks with all their might as a sign of excommunication, crying ina 
loud voice 'May his name be blotted out and may the name of the impious rot. And they all cried 'Be 
cursed, Haman, Be blessed, Mordechai, Be blessed Esther, Be cursed Ahasueruss.' And they continue 
like that until evening, just as on the morning of the first day, never ceasing to express their justified 
contempt for Haman and the enemies of Judaism at that time, covertly spreading poison against 
Christians, under the name of Idolaters [...] they therefore cry out in a loud voice Be Cursed all the 
Idolaters (43). 


But at an even earlier time, the illustrious jurist Marquardo Susanni, protected by Paolo IV Carafa, the 
fervent and impassioned founder of the Ghetto of Rome, mentioned the wild hostility of the Jews 
towards Christianity as well as the peculiar carnival-like characteristics of Purim . According to him, 
"during the feast of Mordechai", the Jews did not hesitate to greet each other by saying, in contemptuous 


tones: 


‘May the King of the Christians go down to ruin immediately, the way Haman went down to ruin" (44). 
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CHAPTER NINE 
SACRIFICE AND CIRCUMCISION: THE SIGNIFICANCE OF PESCHACH 


The celebration of the festivals of the Jewish calendar marking the life of the people of Israel from 
ancient times has assumed primarily the character of historical-ritual repetition and “renewal of 
memory” (zikkaron) of the divine interventions in the history of the nation. In this sense, Pesach, the 
Jewish Passover, is celebrated as a “memorial”, zikkaron, in the sense of being a ritual representation of 
the past (1). More precisely, at Pesach, the events linked to slavery in Egypt, the persecutions suffered 
on the banks of the Nile, the miraculous exodus from the land of oppression, the divine vengeance on 
the enemies of Israel, and the laborious pathway towards the Promised Land and Redemption, are 
reviewed and projected into the present day. This is a pathway which has not yet been completed and 
perfected, pregnant with unknown factors and hazards, the happy outcome of which may be brought 
nearer by the actions of Man and the miraculous interventions of God in the history of Israel. What is 
more, the Jewish community, wherever it is located, is able to request the active involvement of the 
Divinity, intended to hasten the coming of Redemption, moving God through the sight of the sufferings 
of His Chosen People and impelling Him to act, defend, protect and wreak vengeance. 


Blood is a fundamental and indispensable element in all the memorial celebrations of Pesach: the blood 
of the Passover Lamb and the blood of circumcision. In the Midrash, this relationship is continually 
stressed and demonstrated. God, having seen the door-posts of the doors of the children of Israel in 
Egypt, bathed with the blood of the Passover lamb, is said to have recalled his Pact with Abraham, 
signed and sealed with the blood of circumcision. "Thanks to the blood of the Passover lamb and that of 
circumcision, the children of Israel were saved from Egypt". In fact, the Jews are said to have 
circumcised themselves for the first time precisely in concomitance with their exodus from the lands of 
the Pharaoh. And in this regard, adds the 
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Midrash , "the blood of the lamb is mixed with that of circumcision" (2). 


The German rabbis, for their part, placed particular importance upon the importance of that magnificent 
and fateful event, stating that the Jews transfused the blood of their circumcision into the same glass into 
which the blood of the Passover Lamb to be utilized in painting the door-posts of their doorways had 
been poured, according to God's orders, so that, together, they might, together, become the distinctive 
symbols of their salvation and redemption. This is why the prophet Ezekiel is said to have twice 
repeated the wish, "And when I passed by thee, and saw thee polluted in thine own blood, I said unto 
thee, when thou wast in thy blood, Live; yea, I said unto thee when thou wast in thy blood, 

Live." (Ezekiel 16:6), intending to refer both to the blood of the Passover lamb and that of circumcision. 


In the Midrash, the German rabbis found the references necessary to establish beyond any doubt the 
close relationship between blood (of the Passover lamb and that of circumcision) and the final 
redemption of the people of Israel. "God has said: I have given them two precepts so that, fulfilling 
them, they may be redeemed, and these are the blood of the Passover lamb and that of circumcision" (3). 


In the Sefer Nizzachon Yashan, a harsh anonymous anti-Christian polemical publication compiled in 
Germany at the end of the 13th century, the themes of which are repeated in the liturgical invocations of 
Rabbi Shelomoh of Worms, the exodus of the people of Israel from Egypt is taken as a pretext to outline 
a dispute intended to contrast the saving blood of the Passover blood and of circumcision to the powers 
of the cross. 


"Tt is written: 'And ye shall take a bunch of hyssop, and dip it in the blood (of the Passover lamb) that is 
in the basin, and strike the lintel and the two side posts with the blood that is in the basin’ (Ex. 12:22). 


"The Christians distance themselves even further from this passage and claim to find a reference to the 
Cross in it, since it recalls three places (the lintel and the two door-posts). This therefore tells us: It is 
thanks to the Cross that (your fathers in the exodus from Egypt) gained their salvation (4). 


"One must reply to them by rejecting an interpretation of this kind. In fact, the truth is in these words of 
God: 'Through the merit of the blood, poured into different occasions, I shall remember you, when I see 
your houses tinted with blood. This is the blood of circumcision of Abraham, of the blood of the 
sacrifice of Isaac, when Abraham was about to immolate his son, and of the blood of the Passover 
lamb". It is for this reason that the blood returns three times in the verse of the prophet Ezekeiel (16:6). 
‘And when I passed by thee, and saw thee polluted in thine own blood, I said unto that when thou wast in 
thine own blood, Live; yea, I said unto thee when thou wast in thy blood, Live." (5). 
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The reference to the sacrifice of Isaac would appear out of place, considering that, in the Biblical 
account, Abraham did not really immolate his son, as he was prepared to do, but was stopped by the 
miraculous Divine intervention which stayed his hand, holding the sacrificial knife. 


But this conclusion should certainly be revised. The Midrash even advances the hypothesis that 
Abraham really shed Isaac's blood, sacrificing him on the precise spot upon which the Altar of the 
Temple of Jerusalem was later to be built. The pious patriarch is then believed to have proceeded to 
reduce the body to ashes, burning it on the pyre which he is said to have previously prepared for that 
purpose. Only later is God supposed to have rectified Abraham’s action, returning Isaac to life (6). 
Elsewhere, the analogy between Isaac, who bears the burden of the bundles of wood intended for his 
own holocaust on Mount Moriyah, and Christ, bent under double the weight of the Cross, is clearly 
shown (7). Explaining the verse of Ex. 12:13 ("And I when I see the blood, I will pass over you, and the 
plague shall not be upon you, and the plague shall be upon you to destroy you, when I smite the land of 
Egypt"), the Midrash asks us which blood God is to see on the doors of the Children of Israel, and 


unhesitatingly responds: "God will see the spilt blood of the sacrifice of Isaac". On the other hand, the 
Jewish month of Nissan, during which the festivity of Pesach falls, in the tradition of Midrash, is 
considered the month of the Isaac’s birth, as well as that of his immolation (8). 


Isaac was sacrificed for the love of God and his blood gushes onto the altar, coloring it red. This is the 
historical-ritual memory, transfigured and updated, which the Judaism of the German lands, reduced in 
numbers by the suicides and mass child murders committed during the Crusades "for the sanctification 
of the Lord's name" wished to preserve, situating it at Passover and in relation to the exodus from Egypt. 
In one of his elegies, Ephraim of Bonn described not only the ardor and the zeal of Abraham in 
immolating his son, butchering him on the altar, but also the abnegation of Isaac, happy to serve as the 
holocaust (9). After which the saintly boy was carried back to life by God himself, Abraham is said to 
have sought to sacrifice him a second time in an overflowing backwash of fervent faith. It was precisely 
these the elements which, according to the Jews of the Franco-German communities, placed in 
relationship with the prayer for the dead (zidduk hadin) with the sacrifice of Isaac. 


"The verse ‘When He seeth the blood upon the lintel, and on the two side posts, the Lord will pass over 
the door, and will not suffer the destroyer to come in unto your houses to smite you’ (Ex. 12:23), recalls 
the sacrifice of Isaac, while the verse 'I said unto thee when thou wast in thy blood, Live; yea, I said unto 
thee when thou wast in thy blood, Live!’ (Ez . 16:6) possesses the same numerical value 
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(ghematryah ) as the name Isaac, Izchak. For this reason was introduced into the text of the prayer for 
the dead, ziddu, ha-din, the following wish: "Through the merit of He who was sacrificed like a lamb 
(Isaac), Thou, oh God, lend an ear and act accordingly’. In fact, Isaac, was killed and appears at the sight 
of the divined presence (schechinah). Only after he was already dead did the angel cure him, restoring 
him to life" (10). 


In conclusion, the German Jews, who, during the first crusade in 1096, sacrificed their sons to avoid 
forced baptism, intending to imitate the sacrifice of Isaac by the hand of Abraham, his father. 
Deliberately ignoring the Biblical conclusion of the episode, which stressed God’s aversion to human 
sacrifice, they preferred to refer to those texts of the Midrash in which Isaac actually met a cruel death 
on the altar. The German Jews thus conferred new life upon these new texts in search of moral support 
for the their actions, which appeared unjustifiable and might easily be condemned under the terms of 
ritual law (halakhah) (11). 


The Biblical account of Jeptha was generally interpreted in this sense as well. The exegetic tradition of 
the Midrash has no hesitation of any kind in stating that the brave judge of Israel who solemnly 
promised to sacrifice the first creature he met upon victorious return from the battle against the 
Ammonites (Judges 11:31), actually kept his vow, sacrificing on the altar his only daughter, who ran out 
to celebrate the happy outcome of the epic battle with him (Judges 11:35) (12). Nor did the Medieval 
exegetics of the German territories show any kind of embarrassment in dealing with this problematical 


tale, since they were all intent on minimizing the seriousness of the action of this Jewish leader from 
Galahad (13). It is, however, a fact that, while reference to the sacrifice of Isaac is frequently made, 
heavily charged with significance in the historical-ritual memory of Ashkenazi Judaism, that of the 
Jeptha’s daughter never rose to the rank of moral precedent of reference. 


As we have said, the memorial celebration of Pesach was indissolubly linked with the sacrifice of the 
lamb and the blood of circumcision. 


The latter arose as a symbol of the pact between God and the people of Israel, signed in the flesh of 
Abraham, while the blood of the Passover lamb was the emblem of salvation and redemption. As 
Yerushalmi notes, the Passover dinner or Seder has always constituted the exercise of memory par 
excellence of the Jewish community, wherever it existed. 
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"Here, during the meal around the family dining table, ritual, liturgical and culinary elements were 
orchestrated in such a way as to transmit the most vital sense of the past from one generation to another. 
The entire Seder is the symbolic staging of an historically founded scenario, divided into three main 
sections, corresponding to the structure of the Haggadah (the account of the stories of Pesach and about 
Pesach), which are to be read aloud: slavery, liberation, final Redemption. [...] words and gestures 
which are intended to awaken, not simply memory, but a harmonious merging of the past and present. 
Memory is no longer something to be contemplated from afar, but represents a true and proper 
representation and updating" (14) 


The wine drunk during the Seder symbolizes the blood of the Passover lamb and the circumcision, and it 
is not therefore surprising that the Palestinian Talmud associates the four glasses of wine, which 
absolutely must be drunk during the Seder, with the four phases of Redemption. What is more, the text 
presents the charoset, the fruit preserve kneaded with the wine, intended to bring to mind the past, as 
"blood memorials" of the clay and mortar used by the Jews when engaged in slave labor during their 
long captivity in the land of the Pharaohs (15). 


If the blood of the Passover lamb was distilled from a sacrifice, so, in a certain sense, is the blood of 
circumcision. The Midrash states that "a drop of the blood (of circumcision) is as pleasing to the Holy 
One -- may His name be blessed -- as that of sacrifices" (16). But it was the rabbis and the medieval 
exegetics, particularly, those of the Franco-German territories, who developed and broadened this 
concept. The Provencal Aharon di Lunel (13th century) did not hesitate to affirm that "He who offers his 
own son for circumcision is similar to the priest who presents the farinaceous offering and sacrifices a 
libation on the altar". His contemporary, Bechayah b. Asher of Saragoza, a famous moralist, also 
stressed the close relationship between sacrifice and circumcision: "The precept of circumcision is 
equivalent to a sacrifice, because a man offers the fruit of his loins to blessed God for the purpose of 
fulfilling His command (to circumcise the son); and, just as sacrificial blood is used for expiation, thus 
the blood of circumcision heals wounds [...] It is, in fact, thanks to this obligation, that God promised 


Israel salvation from Gehenna" (17). 


Even more explicit is Yaakov Ha-Gozer ("the Cutter") who lived in the 13th century in Germany, in his 
essay on the rite of circumcision. 
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"Come and consider how pleasing is the precept of circumcision before the Holy One, may His name be 
blessed. In fact, every Jew who sacrifices by means of circumcision in the morning is considered as if he 
had presented the daily holocaust of the moming. Before God, the blood of circumcision is as valuable 
as the sacrifice of the lamb on the altar every day: one in the morning and the other in the evening, and 
his son is perfect and immaculate like the lamb of one year" (18). 


Circumcision is therefore considered equal to the sacrifice and the blood poured out during this holy act 
of surgery thus came to assume the same value as the uncorrupted blood of the perfect and innocent 
lamb, butchered on the altar and offered to god. This sacrifice was at the same time individual and 
collective, because, as Bechayeh b. Asher observed, it was considered capable of providing automatic 
and infallible salvation from the torments of gehenna [inferno], regardless of the conduct of the 
individual and the community. It was a kind of sacramental mystery of certain efficacy and proven 
power (19). 


In this sense, circumcision came, with time, to assume the character of an apotropaic [warding off evil] 
and exorcistic rite. The blood of the circumcised child and the providential cutting of the foreskin 
provided protection and salvation, as taught in the Biblical account -- which is otherwise short on detail 
-- of Moses, mortally assailed by God and miraculously saved by virtue of his own circumcision and that 
of his son. 


This was said to have been performed immediately, although a bit crudely, by Moses’ wife Zipporah. 
"And it came to pass by the in the inn, that the Lord met him and sought to kill him. Then Zipporah took 
a sharp stone, and cut off the foreskin of her son, and cast it at his feet, and said, Surely a bloody 
husband art thou to me. So He let him go; then she said, A bloody husband thou art, because of thy 
circumcision" (Ex. 4: 24-26). 


Circumcision defended and liberated from danger, and the blood shed on that occasion possessed 
infallible exorcistic significance. The Gheonim , heads of the rabbinical academies of Babylon, 
"circumcised in the water", i.e., they taught that the bloody foreskin was to be thrown into a recipient 
containing water perfumed with spices and myrtil [a red flower]. The young males present at the 
ceremony hastened to wash the hands and face in the sweet-smelling fluid as a counter-spell intended to 
bring good luck and serve as a propitiatory sign of stupendous success in love and numerous and healthy 
descendants (20). 


In the Middle Ages, particularly, in the German-speaking territories, circumcision came to assume, with 
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free to express itself without hindrance of any kind against the background of community life. As we 
have seen, during the ceremony, the blood of circumcised foreskin was mixed with the wine and tasted 
by the mohel himself, by the child and his mother, and the libation was accompanied by the prophetic 
wish "Thanks to your blood, you live!" The famous German rabbi Jacob Mulin Segal (1360-1427), 
known as Maharil, who also lived at Treviso for some time, in his weighty handbook of customs in use 
in the Ashkenazi communities of the valley of the Rhine, reported that it was a widespread custom to 
pour whatever remained in the cup, together with the wine and the blood of the circumcised child, under 
the Ark with the rolls of the Law, located in the synagogue. This act was intended to exorcise the 
exterior dangers hanging over the Jewish world and the tragedies threatening its existence. 


In the 17th century, this custom was still in force in the Jewish community of Worms. "Soon after the 
mohel has completed the operation [...] whatever remains of the content of the glass, together with the 
wine and blood of the circumcised child, is poured onto the steps before the Ark with the rolls of the 
Law in the synagogue" (21). Among Ashkenazi Jews therefore, on a popular level, the salvation 
represented by the blood of circumcision was essentially understood, by both the individual and the 
collective, in a magical sense. That blood was able to provide protection from the constant threat of the 
Angel of Death, while functioning as an antidote to the ills of this life and serving as a health-giving 
potion during the rites of passage, charged with unknown dangers (22). 


Another curious testimony in this regard may be found in the writings of the so-called “Cutter, the mohel 
Yaakov Ha-Gozer. The German rabbi described the custom of his Jewish contemporaries (obviously, in 
the 13th century) of hanging the cloth used by the mohel to clean his hands from the lintel of the 
entranceway to the synagogue upon completion of the operation. 


"Therefore, the cloth used by the mohel to clean his hands and mouth, which are full of blood, is placed 
on the door to the synagogue. The meaning of the custom of hanging the cloth in the entrance to the 
temple was explained to me by my uncle, rabbi Efraim of Bonn. In effect, our elders told us that the 
children of Israel left the land of Egypt thanks to the blood of the Passover sacrifice and the blood of 
circumcision. 


On that occasion, the sons of Israel colored the lintels of their doorways with blood so that the Lord 
would prevent the Angel of Death from striking their houses and for the purpose of manifesting the 
miracle. For this reason, the 
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circumcision cloth, stained with blood, is hung in the door of the synagogue to indicate the sign linked to 
circumcision and to make manifest to all the precept, as is said, 'It shall be a sign between thee and 


me" (23). 


The custom of hanging the cloth used by the mohel to clean his hands and mouth of blood of the child in 


the synagogue doorway also appears in the so-called Machazor Vitry, written around the 12th century. 
This ancient French liturgical text in fact states that, in the Ashkenazi Jewish communities, the cloth 
used by the mohel to clean off the blood "shall be hung at the entrance to the synagogue" (24). 


Jewish mystical texts also stress the relationship between the blood of the Passover lamb and that of 
circumcision and the meanings of Pesach . The Zohar "the blood of splendor", the classical text of the 
Cabbalah attributed to rabbi Shimon bar Yochai and set in Palestine of the 2nd century of the Christian 
era, but, in reality, composed in Spain at the end of the 13th century, stresses, in its peculiar language, 
the centrality of the motif of blood in the ceremonial commemoration of the exodus of the Jews from 


Egypt. 


"The blood of the circumcision corresponds to the divine quality of absolute piety, because the Holy 
One, may His name be blessed, upon seeing the blood of the circumcision, feels compassion for the 
world; the blood of the Passover lamb, on the other hand, indicates the divine quality of judgment, 
because the sacrifice of the Passover is performed with the lamb, which corresponds to the Zodiacal sign 
of the ram, the god of Egypt [...] therefore, the blood of the circumcision and that of the Passover lamb, 
which are to be seen on the door, corresponded to the two sefirot (the divine attributes) of piety and 
power (or justice), which had awakened to dominance in the heavens at that moment. In fact, the blood 
of circumcision represents the divine quality of compassion, while the blood of the Passover lamb 
represents the qualities of justice and power. Therefore, piety was kindled to pity the children of Israel 
so that they wouldn't die [...] while justice was kindled to wreak vengeance on the first born of the 
Egyptians (25). 


For the Cabballah, the blood of circumcision and that of the Passover lamb therefore possessed opposite 
meanings. The first indicated the piety of God, ready to show compassion towards the Jews and save 
them from dangers and death. The second, on the other hand, represented the power and severity of 
Divine justice, which wreaked vengeance on the peoples of Egypt, killing their children. The motif of 
the blood of the circumcision, capable of protecting the children of 
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Israel, effectively removing the threats to its existence, annulling the instinct of evil and hastening the 
hour of Redemption, returns, further along in the Zohar, in connection with the memorial of Pesach. 


"When the Holy One, may His name be blessed, having come down from Egypt to smite the first born, 
saw the blood of the Passover sacrifice marking the doors (of Israel), and also sees the blood of the pact 
(of circumcision) and that both are found on the door [...] To drive away the influx of evil spirits he 
sprinkled it (in those places) using a hyssop branch. In the future, in the hour of Israel’s redemption, 
sublime and complete, the Holy One, may His name be blessed, shall take unto himself the instinct of 
evil and shall butcher it, thus removing the spirit of impiety from the earth (26). 


For the Zohar, God, passing by the doors of the children of Israel, dubbed with blood, is not only said to 


have saved the Jews from the Angel of Death, but He is said to have cured the wounds of their 
circumcision, collectively performed by the Jews for the first time. 


"It is written: 'God smote Israel, he smote it and he cured it' (Is. 19:22), wishing to signify that he smote 
Egypt and cured the Israelites, i.e., not only that Israel’s salvation only occurred simultaneously with the 
slaying of the first born (of the Egyptians), but that Israel’s healing occurred at the same time. If one 
were to wonder what the children of Israel were to recover from, we shall respond that, after being 
circumcised, they needed to be healed, and were cured through the appearance of the Divine Presence 
(ghilui schechinah). While the Egyptians were being smitten, at that exact same moment, the children of 
Israel were being cured of the wound caused by circumcision. In fact, what does the verse: ‘And God 
passed by the door' (Ez. 12:23) mean? [...] the answer is that He passed by the door of the body. But 
what is the door of the body? And we shall respond: the door of the body is the place of circumcision. 
We Shall conclude by saying that when the Holy One, may His name be blessed, passed by the door (of 
the children of Israel), in Egypt, they were cured of the wound of circumcision (27). 


The symbolic meaning of the Passover lamb offered in sacrifice is stressed by the Zohar, which places it 
in relationship with a significant, corresponding sacrifice performed in the secret and sublime world of 
the reality of God. When the children of Israel shall have immolated the Passover lamb, only then shall 
God in his firmament sacrifice the corresponding Lamb of Evil, responsible for the tragedies of Israel on 
earth and for the repeated exiles afflicting the Jews throughout history. 
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“Sayeth the Holy One, may His name be blessed, to the children of Israel: carry out this action below 
(on earth) and go and take the lamb and prepare it for sacrifice on the 14th of this month [of Nissan]; 
then I on high (in my heaven) shall destroy his power [...] Observing the precept of the sacrifice of the 
Passover lamb below (on earth), the children of Israel have caused to be reduced to impotence the slag 
of evil (kelippah) of the lamb on high (in the divine firmament), which is responsible for the four exiles 
suffered by the children of Israel (in Babylon, in Media, in Greece and in Egypt). Thus it is written: 'I 
will utterly put out the remembrance of Amalek from generation to generation’ (Ex. 17:14), has this 
significance: You, children of Israel, shall blot out the memory of Amalek below (on earth) through the 
sacrifice of the Passover lamb, as it is written: "Thou shalt cancel out the memory of Amalek', and thanks 
to this your action I shall blot out its memory on high (in my firmament)" (28). 


The sacrifice of the Passover lamb therefore came to assume a cosmic significance in the texts of Jewish 
mysticism. Its blood, poured on the altar and applied to the door-posts of the houses, are intended to 
impel God to sacrifice the Lamb of Evil in His world, responsible for the successive troubles and 
misfortunes marking the history of Israel. 


The link between the blood of the circumcision and that of the Passover lamb came to assume additional 
meanings during the Middle Ages, particularly in the German-speaking territories, and no longer alluded 
merely to the blood by virtue of which sin is expiated. The latter blood came to be added to the blood 


shed by Jewish martyrs, who offered their own lives and those of their dear ones "to sanctify the name of 
God” (‘al kiddush ha-Shem ), rejecting the waters of baptism. Thus, the blood of circumcision, that of 
the Passover lamb, and that of those killed in defense of their own faith became mixed together and 
became confounded, hastening the final redemption of Israel and persuading God to wreak His atrocious 
vengeance on the children of Edom, the Christians, responsible for the tragedies suffered by the Jewish 
people. The Jews in Germany who, during the first crusade, sacrificed their own children 'as Abraham 
sacrificed Isaac his son’, were perfectly convinced that their own blood, together with that of the two 
other sacrifices -- circumcision and the Passover lamb -- all offered to God in abnegation, would not be 
lost, but would constitute the powerful fluid from which the well-deserved and predicted revenge and 
the much-desired Redemption would ferment (29). 


Thus, in a distorted logic borne of suffering and distorted by passion, one might even arrive at aberrant 
analogies which might nevertheless appear justifiable from the point of view of the persons concerned. 
In the ceremony 
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of the milah, a few drops of blood from the circumcised child, poured into wine, possessed the power to 
transform the wine into blood; therefore, the wine was drunk by the child, his mother and the mohel 
himself, with propitiatory, well-auguring and counter-magical meanings (30) . 


By the same logic, during the Passover ceremony of the Seder, a few drops of the child’s blood, the 
symbol of Edom (Christianity) and of Egypt, dissolved in the wine, had the power to transform the wine 
into blood, intended to be drunk and sprinkled onto the table as a sign of vengeance and as a symbol of 
the curses directed at the enemies of Israel as well as a pressing call to Redemption. 


Again, in connection with Pesach, vengeance on the children of Edom — Christianity — representing 
Edom renewed, at Rome, the city of impurity -- was also eagerly sought in the Zohar, even if in 
deliberately convoluted language: 


"Tt is written "Who is He who comes from Edom, with the garments tinted red from Bozrah?' (Is. 63:6). 
The prophet predicts that the Holy One, may His name be blessed, shall wreak vengeance against Edom, 
and that the minister who represents the reign of Edom on high (in the celestial firmament) shall be the 
first to die. The prophet is in fact speaking with the language of ordinary people, observing that when 
they kill someone, blood squirts upon their garments. For this reason, he refers to them as if they asked: 
'Who is he who comes from Edom, with his garments tinted with blood; that is, from the armed city 
(Hebrew: bezurah, a pun, recalling the name Bozrah of the verse of Isaiah, which is he great metropolis 
of Rome? This is, therefore, the meaning of that which is written: in the future, the Holy One, may His 
name be blessed, shall reveal his powers of judgment and of blood in all their obviousness to wreak his 
vengeance on Edom" (31). 


The fact that this fragment of the Zohar -- which contains not one explicit reference to the memorial of 


Passover -- is found in the section dealing with the exodus of the Jews from Egypt, clearly indicates that 
blood -- linked to the vengeance against Edom, the symbol of arrogant and triumphant Christianity -- 
was a major element in the updated historical-ritual celebration of the Pesach. 


As we have seen, the preserve of fresh and dry fruit (apples, pears, nuts and almonds), kneaded with the 
wine, intended to represent the building materials used by the people of Israel during their captivity in 
Israel, and which was to be eaten and drunk during the Passover dinner of the Seder, took the name of 
charoset and was considered a memorial of the blood (32). In other words, the clay and mortar with 
which the Jews had built the city on the banks of the Nile 
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were mixed with the blood flowing from their bodies, covered with sores and suffering. It is not, 
therefore, surprising that the Jews, in their history (yet again, we are speaking of Ashkenazi-origin Jews) 
have sometimes been accused of murdering Christian children to eat the body and drink the blood in the 
charoset during a repulsive cannibalistic repast. 


In 1329, in the Duchy of Savoy, a Jew, Acelino da Tresselve, and a Christian, Jacques d'Aiguebelle, 
were accused of abducting Christian boys in numerous cities of the region, such as Geneva, Rumilly and 
Annecy. Several other Jews in the Duchy were involved in the inquiry, including a certain Jocetus 
(Yoseph) and Aquineto (Izchak). The inquiry finally forced them to confess, at least partially under 
torture, to sacrificing five children to knead their heads and viscera into the charoset (indicated in the 
confessions under the correct term of aharace), which they are then alleged to have been eaten, 
presumably during the Seder dinner. According to their statements, this collective ritual constituted a 
surrogate Easter sacrifice, and was, as such, able to bring closer the hour of Redemption (33). In relation 
to these facts, it might be noted that some of the Jews expelled from England in 1290 in the times of 
Edward I emigrated to Savoy, reinforcing the Jewish community of the Duchy from a demographic, 
cultural and religious point of view. Jews from Norwich, Bristol and Lincoln were now to be found at 
Chambéry, Bourg-en-Bresse and Annecy, bringing with them traditions and stereotypes charged with 
implications (34). The accusation of preparing the charoset of Pesach with the blood of Christian 
children was repeated with regards to the Jews of Arles in 1453 (35). 


Another child murder, that of Savona, the particulars of which were revealed around 1456 to Alfonso de 
Espina, confessor to the King of Castille, by one of the participants in the cruel ritual, desiring to obtain 
pardon and baptism, appears to have revolved around the preparation of the charoset for the celebration 
of the Pesach (36). The victim’s blood, gathered in the cup ordinarily used to collect the blood of Jewish 
infants following circumcision, was said to have been poured into the kneaded dough of a pastry 
consisting of honey, pears, nuts, hazelnuts and other fresh and dried fruits, which all persons present at 
the ceremony were alleged to have gulped down hastily with an appetite born of religious zeal (37). 


The charoset, according to these reports --the reliability of which we would not be inclined to swear 
upon -- was thus transformed into a kind of sacred human black pudding, capable of wonderfully 


enriching the list of the foods of the Passover dinner and, at the same time, of bringing to the table the 
exotic savor of Redemption, soon to come. It is therefore 
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plausible that, whoever placed the charoset in the forefront of the ritual murder accusations was quite 
aware of the fact that tradition considered it a memorial of blood. In this sense, it constituted an element 
perfectly well suited to serve as a basis for arguments alleging that the Jews used the blood of children in 
their Passover rites. 


Circumcision, Passover lamb, sacrifice of Isaac, martyrdom for love of God, memorial of the charoset. 
A true and proper river of blood flowed towards Pesach, both on the table of Seder and in the pages of 
the Haggadah, the liturgical-convivial celebration of the stories of the exodus from Egypt. But that was 
not all. In addition, the first and the most characteristic of the ten plagues smiting the lands of the 
Pharaoh, guilty of culpably holding the Jews captive against their will, was linked to blood, dam. Moses 
and Aronne smote the sacred waters of the beneficial Nile with their staff and, by the will of God, the 
waters were transformed into venomous serpents (Ex. 7:14-25). These waters, now toxic and no longer 
potable, gave birth to abandonment, desolation and death. 


In popular culture, carried along by a thousand rivulets within the traditions and customs of Jews in the 
Western word, the troublesome phenomenon of the waters of the rivers and the lakes, basins of water, 
fountains, and mountain fountains capable of transforming themselves without warning into lethal 
agents, were an unfortunately recurrent theme. At least four times a year, with every change in the 
season (tekufah), for four days, blood was said to be have become mixed with the potable water (i.e., this 
cannot refer to the waters of the sea, but rather, to rivers, wells and fountains), menacingly jeopardizing 
the health of men. The uncertainty and dismay which accompanied the moments and the phases of 
passage, such as the approach of the seasons, once again evoked the obsessive menace of blood. Blood 
at birth, blood at circumcision, blood in matrimony, blood at death, blood at each change of the seasons. 
Superficial carelessness or inadvertent negligence were fraught with danger. Once again, the classical 
references to Isaac’s cruel sacrifice (i.e., the sacrifice actually carried out), the transformation of the Nile 
into blood and Jeptha’s tragic vow, became both customary and mandatory, finding well-considered, 
welcome acceptance in the texts containing the most ancient traditions of Franco-Germanic medieval 
Judaism, from the Machazor Vitry to the late 17th century writings of Chaim Chaike Levi Hurwitz, rabbi 
of Grodno (38). 


In the Sefer Abudarham, famous liturgical compendium based on the popular traditions of the Sephardic 
world, both Sephardic, Provengal and 
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Ashkenazim, makes open reference to the dangers threatening man whenever one season replaces 
another. David Agudarham, rabbi at Seville, who compiled his heavy handbook in 1340, advised, 


although with some hesitation, against the drinking of water during the days of the change of seasons 
(tekufah), for fear of its contamination by blood. 


"T have found it written that one must be careful during any of the four changes of seasons, so as to 
avoid harm and danger. In the season of Nissan (spring, the Passover period), the waters of Egypt were 
actually transformed into wine; in the season of Tamuz (summer), when God commanded Moses and 
Aaron to speak to the rock, so that waters might flow forth from it, and they disobeyed, striking the rock 
instead [Num. 20:8-12], they were punished, and blood flowed forth from the rock [...]; in the season of 
Tishri (autumn), because then Abraham sacrificed his son Isaac and from his knife fell drops of blood, 
which alone were sufficient to transform all waters; and in the season of Tevet (winter), because it was 
then that the daughter of Jeptha was sacrificed and all the waters became blood [...]. It is for this reason 
that the Jews, living in the lands of the Occident, completely abstain from drinking water during any 
change of the seasons" (39). 


Even at the end of the 16th century, the Marranos of Bragang¢a, in northern Portugal, on trial before the 
Inquisition of Coimbra, proved themselves perfectly well aware of the dangers lurking in the night air 
upon the approach of any change of season. It was then that, according to the ancient traditions of the 
Judaizers [Christians who believe in circumcision ], rays and veins of blood (rai e veie de sangue) 
penetrated the waters of wells and fountains at the setting of the sun. A wonderful and extraordinary 
phenomenon was observed at this point, because the "waters turned into wine"; and anyone drinking of 
them would undoubtedly lose his life in the cruelest way. It then became necessary to have recourse to 
particularly effective and powerful antidotes, identified by tradition in the ceremony of "tempering", 
which consisted of throwing three glowing-hot coals into the polluted waters; or of "ironing" the same 
waters by dipping a red-hot horseshoe into them. 


Neglecting these precautions was said to cause certain death to anyone drinking those toxic and 
pestiferous potions. Death was said to fall upon the victim at the first onset of winter, "when his vines 
lose their last leaf" (40). 


Sabato Nacamulli (Naccamw), 
p. 151] 


a Jew of Ancona who later converted to Christianity under the name of Franceso Maria Ferretti, 
provided a critical summary of the rites relating to the change of seasons (tekufah), when the waters 
were capable of dangerously transforming themselves into deadly blood. 


"Four times in the year, they pray that God might, at any moment, [at any] points or minutes [of the 
compass], turn all the waters into blood; they therefore abstained from drinking water at such times, 
because they firmly believed that if anyone drank the water at that moment, his abdomen would 
certainly swell, and he would die a few days afterwards; they, therefore, keep bread, a piece of iron, or 
something else in those waters at such times, and this, in their vanity, they called tecufa" (41). 


Perhaps linked to these popular beliefs was the custom among relatives in mourning to pour out, onto 
the ground, all water contained in recipients kept in the house of a dead person. In German-ritual Jewish 
communities, they actually believed that the Angel of Death intended to immerse his deadly sword in 
those waters, transforming them into blood, and thus threatening the lives of the relatives and all persons 
known by the deceased (42). 


In the German-language territories, rivers, lakes, rivers and torrents possessed an ambiguous and 
disturbing fascination. Many of the presumed ritual murder victims had emerged from those very same 
waters, cast forth onto the river banks of Saxony by floods and currents. 


The muddy waters of the Severn and the Loire, the Rhine and the Danube, the Main and Lake 
Constance, with their ebb and flow, revealed that which was intended to remain hidden, becoming the 
fulcrum of many tales awaiting discovery. 


Moreover, even the Christian populations of the regions traversed by these waterways were convinced, 
from ancient times, as Frazer tells us, that the spirit of the rivers and lakes claimed their victims every 
year, particularly during precise periods, such as the days around Assumption Day (43). People 
considered it dangerous to bathe in the waters of the Saale, the Sprea and the Neckar, and even Lake 
Constance, for fear of becoming involuntary sacrifices to the cruel gods of the river. Thus, on St. Johns’ 
Day, at Cologne, Schaffhausen, Neuburg in Baden, as well as at Fulda and Regensburg in Swabia, as 
well as in the Swiss valley of Emmenthal, there was wide-spread fear that new victims of the lethal 
waters of the rivers and lakes would be added to those of previous years, to satisfy the demands of the 
imperious spirits hovering over the waves. Jews and Christians observed the ebb and flow, fearful and 
simultaneously bewitched, possessed by an overwhelming fascination. No ritual homicide ever occurred, 
nor could it occur, at the seaside. 
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CHAPTER TEN 
BLOOD, LEPROSY AND CHILD MURDER IN THE HAGGADAH 


Over the course of the first two evenings of Pesach, during the ritual dinner of the Seder, all persons at the table read 

the Haggadah, a liturgical text containing the account of the exodus of the people of Israel from Egypt based on the 

Biblical narration and rabbinical materials, together with the benedictions concerning the foods symbolic of the 

Jewish Passover, among them the unleavened bread (mazzot), charoset , bitter herb (maror), and lamb's foot. The text of 

the Haggadah is often ornamented by miniatures, tables and woodcuts illustrating the salient stages of the history of the Jews 
in the land of the Pharaohs, as well as to the events linked to their miraculous salvation and the perilous journey 

undertaken towards the Promised Land. The illustrations were not selected by accident; in addition to reflecting the 

artistic tastes of the Jews of various epochs and localities, the illustrations were intended to stress and focus upon 

particular historical or legendary events and underlying messages made indirectly perceptible through these images, 

while updating their content (1). 


Very rarely do the illustrations distance themselves from the text of the Haggadah and refer to legends of the 

Midrash presenting a few similarities with the Passover. One of these passages, which is anomalous insofar as it concerns 

the matter under discussion, but was surprisingly widespread despite its difficult and delicate nature, is the passage 

describing the Pharaoh, stricken with leprosy and cured by the blood of Jewish boys, cruelly killed for that very purpose. 

The Midrash Rabbah in fact reports that the Pharaoh was punished with leprosy by God, and that his physicians advised him 
to cure himself by means of health-giving baths in the blood of Jewish children. One hundred and fifty children of the nation 
of Israel are said to have been killed every day, from morning till night, to supply the Egyptian despot with the 

precious medicament. Cries of pain and desperation of the children of Israel, as well as of their fathers and mothers, 

bereaved of their tender offspring, are said to have risen to high heaven, accompanied by prayers for redeeming vengeance (2). 
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The anonymous Sefer Ha-Yashar, an ethical text composed in the 13th century, illustrated the tragic legend with a plethora 
of detail, extending the dimensions of the massacre and transforming it into authentic history. 


"When God smote the Pharaoh with the illness, the latter turned to his magicians and wise men so that they might cure 
him. The latter, so that he might be cured, prescribed that the sores be covered with the blood of children. At this point, 
the Pharaoh, heeding their counsel, sent his functionaries to the land of Goshen so that they might abduct Jewish children. 
The order was carried out, and the infants were taken by force from their mother's laps to be presented to the Pharaoh 
every day, one by one, it was then that his physicians killed them and, with their blood, bathed the sores on his body, 
repeating the operation for days at a time, so that the number of butchered children reached the number of three 

hundred seventy five" (3). 


The grisly legend of the massacre of the Jewish children sacrificed to restore health to the monarch of Egypt, while it 
remained almost ignored by Iberian, Italian and Oriental Judaism, met with predictable success and a warm reception 
among Jews of the Franco-German territories and the Ashkenazi communities of northern Italy. As early as the 11th 
century, the famous French exegetist Rashi (R. Shelemoh Izchaki) of Troyes reminded his readers that the Pharaoh 
"contracted leprosy and (to get well) killed the children of Israel to take baths in their blood" (4). This account was followed 
by later, other well-known rabbis and commentators, such as Yehudah Loeb of Prague and Mordekhai Jaffe of Cracow. 

The topos [traditional theme or motif] was definitively established and was to enjoy a long life in Hebrew and Yiddish (5). 


Finally, and this is hardly surprising, the legend of the Pharaoh bathing in Jewish blood became very closed linked to the 
ritual of Pesach. 


The texts of Medieval Ashkenazi Judaism therefore hastened to place this innocent blood in precise relationship with 

the tradition of mixing the red wine into the dough of the charoset, the fruit preserve eaten during the Seder dinner as 

a "memorial of blood" (6). Izchak ben Moshe, 13th century Austrian ritualist, explicitly stated that "The precept to drink 
wine of a red color (during the Seder dinner) is in remembrance of the leprosy said to have struck the Pharaoh, to cure 
himself of which he immolated suckling infants (of the Jews) and moreover in remembrance of the blood of the Passover 


lamb and the blood of circumcision (7). 
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After the blood of the circumcision, the Passover lamb, the sacrifice of Isaac, the sacrifice of martyrs for the faith, the pure 
and innocent blood of Jewish children sacrificed to the therapeutic requirements of the enemies of Israel, an open path, safe 
and promising, led to the ritual celebrations of the Seder of the Jewish Passover. But to enable the topos to become even 
more deeply rooted, in all its mysterious and disturbing aspects, in the popular mind, conveying messages which were in 
fact alternative messages, accompanied by polemics of burning contemporary interest, the legend needed to be cemented 
in place through the crude force of images, fantastic and unreal in outward appearance only. These were the origins of 

the woodcuts of the Jewish victims of perverse infanticide in the illustrations of the Haggadah (8) . 


The first testimonies to this iconographic topic are handed down to us in five Hebrew manuscripts, all originating in 
Bavaria and the centers of the Rhineland (Nuremberg in particular) and may be chronologically situated in the second half 
of the 15th century, i.e., the period of the most widespread dissemination of ritual murder accusations in the German- 
speaking lands. The miniatures are of crude workmanship, restricted to reproducing, often only suggesting, the 

essential elements of the tale, which was presumed to be well known to the reader (9). 


A rather more detailed and revealing example of the iconography of the leprous Pharaoh appears in the most famous and 
oldest Haggadot with printed illustrations: that of Prague in 1526 (there is a second edition with important variants, dating 
back to the end of the century), of Mantua in 1560 (republished in 1568) and Venice in 1609 (10). In the Haggadah of 
Prague, the image is used to illustrate that section of the text which describes the sufferings and laments of the children of 
Israel forced to perform forced labor in Egypt. The woodcut depicts a scene of amazing crudity (11). On the right the 
crowned Pharaoh, curled up in a large tub of wood with staves, is enjoying a bath of fresh blood, poured in by an 
obliging domestic servant by means of a suitable recipient. On the left and in the center of the panel, some armed 

thugs, monstrous and cruel, dressed as soldiers and German peasants, are shown massacring innocent children, 
decapitating them, quartering them, and skewering them like thrushes on pikes and swords. Other children await their 
tragic fate with resignation. The points of the lances emerge from the open gash of the circumcision wound, 

while dismembered little bodies litter the ground. 


In the so-called " second Haggadah" of Prague, the scene is repeated with some redundant and lachrymose added touches. 
In the center 
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of the picture, a desperate mother, with her breasts exposed, attempts hopelessly to flee, carrying her unhappy infants with 
her (12). The butchery of the preceding edition is further confirmed with an abundance of detail. I believe there can be 
little doubt that this image is modeled after the Massacre of the Innocents during King Herod’s reign in Palestine 
(Matthew 2:16), as depicted in a woodcut of the Ultraquist Passional, published in Prague in 1495. The latter was a 
Bohemian adaptation of the Passional Sanctorum of Jacopo de Voragine (1230-1298), while the scene in question is 

very similar, in terms of both crudity of detail and persons depicted (with the natural exception of the Pharaoh engaged in 
these cruel ablutions), to that in the Haggadah, published in that same Bohemian city decades later (13). 
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1. Il bagno di sangue del faraone, 
xilografia dalla Haggadab di 
Pasqua, Praga, Gershom 
Cohen, 1526. 


2. I bagno di sangue del faraone, 
xilografia dalla Haggadah di 
Pasqua, Praga, s.e., 1580 ca. 


In the Haggadah of Mantua (1560 and 1568), the image of the Pharaoh's bath is not so crude and is better organized; in 
some ways, it is rather more interesting and instructive (14). The woodcut is divided into three sections; the scene takes place 
in a sumptuous palace, illuminated by large windows and divided by portals and columns. In the right-hand panel, 

some soldiers and functionaries are taking babes in arms away from anguished mothers, while, in the left-hand panel, 

the Pharaoh is seen taking his bath of blood in a wooden tub, assisted by two servants. The central section of the scene, 

the most detailed, depict the hall of the palace, resembling a place of worship. Here, the children are shown being brought in 
by solders, and delivered to a personage responsible for butchering the victims. These persons butcher them with a 

knife, placed on an altar standing at the end of the room, causing the blood to gush forth in streams, collected in a 

suitably prepared vessel (15). The analogies with the classical iconography relating to ritual murder are surprisingly 

precise here, and certainly intentional. 
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. La strage degli innocentt, xilografia dall’ Utraquist Passional, Praga, Jan Camp, 1495. 


5, Il bagno di sangue del faraone, xilografia dalla Haggadah di Pasqua, Mantova, Giacomo Rufinelli, 
1560 ipart.). 
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4. Il bagno di sangue del faraone, xilografia dalla Haggadah di Pasqua, Mantova, Giacomo Rufinelli, 1560, 


The scene of the bath of blood appears with a few major differences in the Haggadah of Venice published in 1609 (16). On 
the left, armed soldiers take children by force from the Jewish mothers, while on the right, a crowned Pharaoh with his 
pock-marked body, emerges erect from his wooden bathtub. This time, the butchers cut the throats of the children in such 

a way that the blood flows directly onto the diseased body of the Egyptian monarch, without bothering to collect it in vases 
or recipients kept ready for the purpose. The important novelty in this scene consists of the fact that the pitiless 
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assassins are shown dressed like Turks, their heads covered with typical turbans. The artist, presumably working at 
Venice, where the Haggadah was printed, obviously considered it preferable, out of justifiable prudence, to associate 
the authors of this savage crime with Islam and the Koran of Mahomet, with the soldiers of the Great Turk and the 
unpopular Ottoman Empire, rather than depict them as good Christians subjects of the Serenissima. 


But the message of these images is substantially identical, and provides an answer to the question of why Ashkenazi 
Judaism should have chosen precisely this legend, out of so many in the Midrash, as its very own, linking it by force to the 
rites of the Passover. It is certainly true that the account presupposes the same ambiguous attraction to the mysterious 

and fascinating curative powers of blood, and children’s blood in particular, as did surrounding Christian German society. 
This attraction and fascination often developed into a true and veritable obsession. Those writers attempting to stress the 
love-hate relationship (or, more cautiously, a hostility-intimacy relationship) linking Jews and Christians in this context 
are therefore correct. We refer to those writers who lived side by side in the Alpine valleys and along the river banks 
furrowing the regions in which German was the mother tongue and the Jews spoke Yiddish (17). 


But that is not all. These images were intended to provide a response, of irrefutable historical obviousness and 
vivid suggestiveness, to the ritual murder accusation linked with the celebration of the rituals of the Pesach. The 
accusation was therefore turned on its head, or generally subordinated to the crime of child murder for ritual or 
curative purposes, which was then demoted in the scale of seriousness, as an aberration of which the enemies of the 
Jews (including the Christians) were also guilty. 


Circumcised children of Israel had also been sacrificed by superior order so that their blood might be drained from their 
bodies in their hour of martyrdom and thus be capable of ensuring Redemption. 


One intention of analogous indication emerges in all its obviousness from the illustration accompanying the 

aggressive invocation against nations refusing to accept the God of Israel (Shefoch, "Pour out your wrath against the 
peoples who do not recognize you..."), a characteristic liturgical formula, with openly anti-Christian meanings, recited after 
the Passover meal, which we shall dwell upon further along. In this case, the scene contained in the Haggadah of Venice 
of 1609 (18) depicts a group of necromancers, dressed as Moors, with their typical oriental turbans, 
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surrounded by crowds of demoniacal, dancing Negroes, while magicians and enchanters attempt to raise the dead on the 
other hand. The caption, written in rhyme, is significant, and revelatory of the underlying message: "Consumed be the 
ignorant kingdoms/ which serve demons and believe in necromancy" (19). 


Now, the accusation made against the Jews of practicing magic and necromancy, often confused with the practical 
Cabbalah and assimilated to it, was public knowledge, as was the close relationship, often uncritically presupposed, 
between necromancy, ritual murder and the magical uses of blood. Even Pope Pius V Ghisleri, when he decided to expel 
the Jews from the Pontifical State by the bull Hebraeorum gens in 1569, making an exception for those of Rome, Ancona 
and Avignon, accused them of practicing divinatory and magical rites with pernicious and diabolical consequences 

for Christians (20). The illustration accompanying the invective against the nations who refused to accept the God of Israel, 
the Goyim, was intended to turn the accusation around: it was not the Jews who were the necromancers and magicians, 

the spell-weaving charlatans of prodigious potions, the seductive soothsayers and macabre exorcists, but also, and above all, 
the other nations and peoples who did not accept the God of the Israelites. In any case, Jews were not the only people 

who practiced vain and dangerous sciences of this kind; on the contrary, the Jews were in authoritatively good 

company, together with the Moslems and Christians. 


Once again, the iconography of the Haggadah implied the emergence, from the narrative and liturgical texts, of every 
possible debating point useful in analyzing the message of the Pesach, prudently camouflaged within a historical 


framework. Its readers must have understood this. 


Another tragedy inflicted upon the children of Israel emerges from the Biblical text of Exodus. The cruel order of the 
Pharaoh to drown all new-born Jewish males in the Nile so that their people might not multiply (Ex. 1:22) promptly 

found easily recognizable equivalents in the iconography of the Haggadanh. In the edition of Prague of 1526, the scene 

is depicted on a bridge with turreted piers and typically German and medieval architecture, like many bridges on the Rhine, 
the Rh6éne and the Danube. Here, a few peasants are depicted flinging defenseless infants into a few the waters below, while 
a mother, also on the bridge, is depicted as seized with desperation (21). The broad panel depicting this episode from 

the Haggadah of 1560, shows infants being thrown from the bridge into the waters of the river while a few mothers rush 
down onto the exposed gravel riverbed in a hopeless attempt to reach the bank and save their children from the rapids, 
while others give way to despair, raising their arms to Heaven (22). 
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The Haggadah of Venice of 1609 contained two interesting illustrations of this episode. The first scene depicts the inside of 
a Jewish home, in which the husband and wife sleep in separate beds to avoid sexual relations, precursor of tragedy: the birth 
of a son might, in fact, lead to his inevitable killing by the Egyptians. In confirmation of their justifiable concern, the 

merest glimpse of an exterior scene is depicted, showing a few figures on the river bank, while the waters sweep away 

the bodies of drowned infants (23). In the second scene, which takes place in the presence of the Pharaoh, seated on the 
throne, a few servants on the river bank throw poor nursing infants into the river, torn from their mother's bosom, while 

the heads of the miserable drowned babes are seen protruding from the raging waters (24). 


The reminder of the problematical relationship between waterways and human sacrifice and the many victims of 

mysterious child-killings revealed by the ebb and flow of the rivers, propelling the bodies of the victims onto the banks, and 
the miracles performed by the holy martyrs of ritual murder, [alleged to be] capable of floating upriver, against the current, in 
a stupendous manner and returning miraculously to the surface, was certainly present, in this case, in both the minds of 

the person illustrating the images and the readers looking at them, repeatedly, each succeeding year, during the convivial 

and liturgical Pesach celebration. The underlying message was dazzlingly obvious, and often of immediate current interest. 
The Children of Israel, too, had been martyred, torn from their mothers and thrown into the mysterious and deadly waters of 
the Nile, the river par excellence, the river of paradigmatic significance. The role of the victims and butchers was anything 
but fixed and established in a clear and definitive manner. 


The iconography of the Haggadah obviously could not fail to contain a scene depicting the sacrifice of Isaac, who was 

thus closely connected to the ritual of Pesach. In fact, in the Haggadah published in Venice of 1609, young Isaac is depicted 
as down on his knees before the pyre, with his arms folded, as if in silent and resigned prayer, waiting for Abraham, with 
his knife raised above his body, to carry out the inevitable sacrifice (25). A similar attitude towards death may be found in 

a miniature taken from a Jewish code, originating in Germany, and dating back to the third decade of the 15th century 

(26). Here, the scene, located in a forested countryside, shows a Jew (probably a rabbi) with a thick head of hair and 

flowing beard, in patient submission, waiting to be executed. Behind him, the executioner is preparing to strike off his 

head with his sword. The victim, like Isaac, in the scene of the 
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Haggadah , in depicted as down on his knees with his hands joined in prayer, prepared to die "for the sanctification of the 
name of God" (27). 


It is interesting to note that another illustration taken from the same code depicts the same scene, presumably located in 

the same place, of another young Jew, this time with a thick head of hair but beardless, placed on a wooden table to be 
tortured by fire. The executioner is at his side and is heating the pincers red-hot (28). The victim’s body is nude and 

blood gushes forth from the stumps of his legs, which are cut off at the feet, and his arms, which are now without the 

two hands. More blood flows from the place of circumcision, which the young man hopelessly attempts to hide with the 
stumps of the hands, indicating that he has been cruelly castrated. Of similar workmanship, certainly cruder than the 
depiction of the sacrifice of Isaac in the Haggadah of Venice, is a woodcut unexpectedly contained in the first edition of 
the responses of the medieval German ritualist, Asher b. Yechiel, published in 1517 (29). Here, Abraham, with a 

grim expression and a dark, stiff-brimmed hat pressed down on his head, like a brigand, and wearing a cloak with 

long fluttering hems, brandishes a huge butcher's knife and looms over poor Isaac, prepared to slaughter his son for the love 
of God. The boy, nude on an enormous stack of wood, appears anything but resigned to his sad fate, raising his legs in 

a terrified one last hopeless effort at self-defense. The iconography in this case is obviously German, crude and pitiless (30). 


Nor is there any shortage of representations of poor Simon of Trent, of equal crudity, on the Christian side. One little- 
known woodcut, contemporary with the Trent crime and probably manufactured in Alpine Italy, the poor child, disheveled 
and stretched out on his side on a crude table, is being pitilessly butchered as if he were a hog -- which he actually 
resembles, right down to his features. Around him, a group of Jews, with sinister, gory faces, with the distinctive sign on 
their clothing, within the folds of which the image of an abominable sow is visible, appear intent upon cruelly vivisecting 
him. The butchers are wearing eyeglasses to protect their vision during the cruel operation, protecting the eyes from 

the victim’s spurting blood. The overall image is frankly repulsive, and not at all likely to arouse sentiments of piety 

and compassion (31). 


It should be noted that, in the concept of the Christianity of the German territories during the Middle Ages, the circumcision 
of Christ, his crucifixion and the ritual murder, were considered symmetrical agonies (32). 
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It should not surprise us that sacred art would assimilate this vision, translated into images. Thus, in one painting depicting 
the circumcision of Jesus, originating in Salzburg or the central Rhineland and dated 1440, the amputation of the 
Messiah's foreskin is depicted as an odious and almost lethal surgical operation. Around the Christ child, engaged in a 
helpless effort to escape the mortal incision, press several bearded and coweled Jews. The mohel, his head covered with 
the ritual mantle (tallit) is depicted as a cruel and menacing. Similarly, in an altar painting in the Liebfrauenkirche 

in Nuremberg, dating back to the half of the 16th century and depicting the same subject, the godmothers, with caricature- 
like Jewish faces, crowd around the poor child with the terrorized face. The Jews wear the ritual mantle, bearing 

Sybillene writings in the holy language, while the mohel, dressed in black, resolute and pitiless, is about to lower the knife 
on the defenseless body 


(33) . 


An iconography of the circumcision of Jesus of this type may be observed to be similar, in both design and execution, to 
the representation of the martyrdom of Little Simon of Trent in a painting of the Alto Adige school, dating back to the first 
half of the 16th century. Here as well, a large group of bearded, big-nosed Jews, with a grim appearance and caricature- 
like features, crowd around the naked, glorious body of the little martyr, the new Christ, intent on performing their 

cruel Passover rite on his miserable body (34). The themes of blood, circumcision, the crucifixion and ritual murder 

were closely linked in the collective imagination, are eagerly reflected in the artistic expressions of the Germanic world of 
the late Middle Ages, among both Jews and Christians (35). 


NOTES TO CHAPTER TEN 

1. On the illustrations of the Haggadahin the manuscripts and printed editions, there is an exceptionally extensive 
bibliography. See, among others, C. Roth, The Illustrated Haggadah, in "Studies in Bibliography and Booklore", VII 
(1965), pp. 37-56; B. Narkiss, Medieval Illuminated Haggadot , in "Ariel", XIV (1966), pp. 35-40; M. Metzger, La 
Haggadah enluminée, Leyden, 1973; Y.H. Yerushalmi, Haggadah and History , Philadelphia (Pa.), 1975. 


2. Shemot Rabbah, 1, 34. In this regard, see L. Ginzberg, The Legends of the Jews, Philadelphia (Pa.), 1946, vol. II, pp. 
296-304. 


3. Anon., Sefer Ha-Yashar, Furth, 1768, c. 94a. 
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CHAPTER ELEVEN 
THE DINNER AND INVECTIVE: THE SEDER AND THE CURSES 


In the depositions, and, if you wish, the confessions under torture, of the Trent defendants under 
indictment for Simonino’s so-called ritual murder, ample space, at the request of the inquisitors, was 
given to the preparation of the Seder of Pesach in the respective houses, to the reading of the Haggadah 
and the particular rites of the festival. The inquisitors inquired about the order of the prayers, their 
content, the salient phases of the celebration, the foods eaten, and the various roles played by the 
participants in the collective ritual. The persons under interrogation responded, apparently without 
reticence, here dwelling at length to illustrate in detail the unfolding of the Seder, here more succinctly, 
restricting themselves to cored the most significant moments. 


At this point, the question must be raised whether these descriptions and reports, extorted under torture, 
were authentic or real; whether they were the fruit of suggestive pressures brought to bear by the 
inquisitors, intended to confirm their prejudices, the stereotypes and the superstitions which they carried 
in their minds and in those of the Christian society of which they were the expression, and to evaluate 
the assumptions of the accusation which were at the origin of the trials. In other words, an attempt 
should be made to determine whether these crude and embarrassing confessions were largely the result 
of suggestion, and were, so to speak, recited and written under dictation. To do so, we must, first of all, 
strip the matter of its most delicate component, consisting of the admitted use of the blood of a Christian 
child, dissolved in wine and mixed in the dough of the unleavened bread, while restricting ourselves to a 
mere verification of the details of the depositions in all other respects, of which these admissions 
constitute the broad corpus. 


Tobias da Magdeburg, the Jewish physician and expert ophthalmologist, was, according to those who 
knew him, both Jews and Christians, among the numerous patients he had in the Fossato district, was a 
bad-tempered and unpleasant individual. From the Jewish point of view, he was considered 
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ignorant; he had a very poor knowledge of the holy language and his adherence to Jewish laws was 
anything but scrupulous. Samuele da Nuremberg, the recognized head of the small Jewish community of 
Trent, certainly did not consider him a saint, but he, Samuele, was prepared to supply him, Tobias, more 
or less voluntarily, with indispensable religious services. At Pesach, then, to enable Tobias to celebrate 
the Seder at home according to the rules, Samuele supplied him with the crisp unleavened bread and, 
above all, the shimmurim, the so-called "solemn unleavened bread", prepared with particular care and 
pierced by the finger of the head of the house, his wife and servants, before being put in the oven (1). 


The shimmurim, three for each of the first two evenings of the Jewish Pesach during which the 
Haggadah was read and the Seder was held, were prominently displayed in a pan as the symbolic main 
course of the feast, to be eaten by the guests during the most important phase of the liturgical ceremony 
(2). Tobias knew that when the unleavened bread had been kneaded, it had to be placed in the oven 
immediately, to avoid over-heating it or allowing it to get soggy, thus causing it to ferment and become 
unsuitable for the ritual. It was then that Samuele was able to make the following long-anticipated 
solemn announcement: "This unleavened bread has been prepared according to the rules" (3). 


This same Samuele referred to the traditional first appearance of the Passover dinner. It was then that the 
head of the family sat at the head of the table and poured out the wine into the beaker, upon which he 
had recited the benediction and sanctification of the festival (kiddush), while the other guests poured 
themselves wine, each into their cups. The pan with the three solemn unleavened loaves (shimmurim) 
were placed in the center of the table, awaiting the collective recitation of the Hagadah (4). Tobias 
descended into greater detail, stating that: 


"In the first days of the Passover, during the evening, before dinner, and also on subsequent days, in the 
evening, before dinner, the head of the family, seated at the head of the table, mixed the wine in the cup 
and so did the other guests; then they placed a basin or pan in the middle of the table, into which the 
three unleavened loaves were placed, one after the other; in the same pan, they placed an egg, meat and 
other foods which were to be eaten during the dinner (5). 


At this point, as Mohar (Meir), the son of Mose "the Old Man" of Wiirzburg, recalled in his deposition, 
all the participants in the ritual banquet raised the pan with the three shimmurim 
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and the other foods, together, and recited, together, the introductory formula of the Haggadah, 
composed in Aramaic, which opened with the words Ha lachma aniya, "This is the bread of affliction 
which our fathers ate in the land of Egypt" (6). 


He then added one of the culminating and most significant moments of the entire Seder, when the 
tension was broken, fantasy broke free from its bonds and the words were distinctly pronounced, one by 
one, to be savored and tasted in their full significance: the ten plagues of Egypt, or as the Ashkenazi 
Jews called them, the ten curses. Dam, the blood, opened the list, to be followed by the frogs (zefardea), 
lice (kinim), and ferocious animals (‘arov); then came the plagues of the animals (dever), the ulcers 
(shechin), hail (barad), locusts (areh), darkness (choshekh). In a terrible and deadly crescendo, the 
plagues concluded with the death of the first born Egyptians (makkat bechorot). According to the 
custom long established among the Ashkenazi Jews, the head of the family then solemnly dipped the 
index finger of the right hand into the cup of wine, which was before him, and as he announced each 
individual plague, he moved his finger inside the glass, towards the outside, rhythmically splashing the 
wine onto the table. 


Samuele da Nuremberg had no difficulty in reciting the names of the ten plagues, in Hebrew, from 
memory and in order, explaining that "these words meant the ten curses which God sent to the 
Egyptians, because they didn't want to liberate His people" (7). The Christian Italian notaries had 
obvious difficulty in transcribing that machine-gun burst of Hebraic terms, pronounced with a heavy 
German accent, into Latin characters, but they did their best, almost always obtaining moderately 
satisfactory results. The record gives Samuele’s list as follows: dam, izzarda (the frogs, zefardea, was 
apparently too harsh for their ears), chynim, heroff (for 'arov, with a variant of little importance), dever, 
ssyn (for schechin, ulcer), porech (barad, hail, pronounced in the German way, bored, were 
inadequately understood), harbe, hossen (for choshekh , darkness) and finally, maschus pchoros (makkat 
bechorot), which rendered the term of the plague according to the Ashkenazim diction, makkas 
bechoros). But it was all more or less comprehensible, both in words and meanings. 


In one of the depositions taken from Anna of Magdeburg, Samuele’s daughter-in-law, she recalled her 
mother-in-law sprinkling the wine onto the table, plunging her finger into the glass and reciting the ten 
curses, but she did not remember the precise order. A Haggadah was then produced and Anna took it 
and read 
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the text quickly, starting with dam, blood, translating the various terms correctly (8). 


Tobias, for his part, was able to repeat the precise order of liturgical functions in which the head of the 
household accompanied the reading of the ten curses while splashing the wine onto the table with his 
finger. He had no difficulty in reciting the ten plagues of Egypt, which he obviously knew by heart, in 
Hebrew, in the correct sequence. But he got mixed up when he tried to translate or interpret the various 
terms, revealing a rather poor knowledge of Hebrew. He thus confused ‘arov, the plague of the multitude 
of the wild beasts, with ra'av, famine, and arbeh , the locusts, with the word harbe', which sounds 
similar, and means “a lot” in Hebrew. In his own way, he interpreted the plague of the pestilence of 
animals, dever, as the destruction of persons, and harad (porech for bored, again), as “‘storm at sea’, 
instead of in the sense of “hail”. And again, for him, the death of the first-born children was to be 
considered an epidemic of general plague (9). 


In sum, Tobias was certainly not very cultivated in Hebraic studies, which he had perhaps somewhat 
neglected in order to concern himself with medicine. At any rate, he had the ritual formulae well in 
mind, reciting them automatically as he did each year. The interpretations were his own, even the more 
abstruse, as well as the grammatical errors in Hebrew, a language which he knew rather badly, in 
contrast to Samuele da Nuremberg, Mosé "the Old Man", of Wiirzburg and Angelo da Verona (10). Like 
the inquisitors, the notaries who were in this case responsible for transcribing [what were certainly] his 
words, were interested in learning more about the Seder and its rituals; they were cannot have been 
responsible for his interpretive blunders and linguistic mistakes. 


At this point, in the traditional reading of the Haggadah, according to the custom of the Ashkenazi Jews, 


the curses against the Egyptians were transformed into an invective against all the nations and enemies 
hated by Israel, with explicit reference to the Christians. "From each of these plagues may God save us, 
but may they fall on our enemies". Thus recited the formula reported by rabbi Jacob Mulin Segal, known 
as Maharil, active at Treviso around the last twenty years of the 14th century, in his Sefer ha-minhagim 
("Book of Customs"), which unhesitatingly identified the adversaries of the Jewish people with the 
Christians, who deserved to be cursed. It seems that this custom was in force among German Jews even 
before the First Crusade (11). The sprinkling of the wine, which was a surrogate of the blood of the 
persecutors of Israel, onto the table, 
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simultaneously with the recitation of the plagues of Egypt, recalled the cruel punishment said to have 
come from the "vengeful sword" of God (12). 


A famous contemporary of Maharil, Rabbi Shabom of Wiener Neustadt, has also confirmed the anti- 
Christian significance of the sprinkling of the wine during the reading of the plagues of Egypt. 


"When they name the ten plagues of Egypt, each time, they dip the finger into the cup of wine standing 
in front (of the head of the family) and they pour a little bit of it out, onto the table [...] saying: "From 
this curse may God save us’. The reason is that the four cups of wine (which must be drunk during the 
recitation of the Haggadah) represent a wish for the salvation of the Jews and a curse against the nations 
of the world. Therefore (the head of the family) pours the wine out of the glass with his finger, 
signifying that we Jews shall be saved from such curses, which shall, by contrast, fall upon our 
enemies” (13). 


It should be noted that the ritual of the wine and the curses was practiced only in Jewish communities of 
German origin, while it was quite unknown among Jews of Iberian origins (Sephardim), or Italian and 
Oriental Jews. 


The old man, Mose da Wiirzburg recalled times past, when he was the head of the family at Spira and 
then Magonza. During the Passover evening, he had sat at the head of the table with the guests and 
directed the Seder and the reading of the Haggadah, sprinkling the wine onto the table while he clearly 
pronounced the names of the ten plagues of Egypt. He then informed his inquisitors that, according to 
the Ashkenazi tradition, "the head of the family added these words: "Thus we implore God that these ten 
curses may fall on the gentiles, enemies of the faith of the Jews’, a clear reference to the Christians" (14). 
According to Israel Wolfgang, who was, as usual, well informed, the famous and influential Salamone 
da Piove di Sacco, as well as the banker Abramo da Feltre and the physician Rizzardo da Regensburg at 
Brescia, all complied with the ritual of reciting the ten curses and symbolically pouring out the wine 
against the nations hostile to Israel. 


Mose da Bamberg, the wandering Jewish guest in the Angeleo da Verona’s house, testified to this 
custom, at which he had been present during the Seder in Leone di Mohar’s house at Tortoa. Mosé the 


master of Hebrew, who lived at the expense of Tobias, the physician, remembered well from the time in 
which his house was located in the district of the Jews of Nuremberg (15). 


Tobias himself, as the head of the family, had directly guided those parts of the Seder and recalled the 
details, which 
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were furthermore repeated every year at Passover without variation. He therefore announced to the 
judges at Trent that "when the head of the family had finished reading those words (the ten plagues), he 
then added this phrase: "Thus we implore God, that you shall similarly send these ten plagues against the 
Gentiles, who are the enemies of the religion of the Jews', intending to refer, in particular, to the 
Christians" 


(16) . For his part, Samuele da Nuremberg, sprinkling the wine onto the table from the inside of his 
chalice, also took as his starting place the tragedies of the Pharaohs to curse the Christian faith 
unambiguously: "We invoke God that he may turn all these anathemas against the enemies of 
Israel" (17). 


The Seder thus became a scandalous display of anti-Christian sentiment, exalted by symbolic acts and 
significances and burning imprecations, which was now using the stupendous events of the exodus of 
the Jews from Egypt simply as a pretext. In Jewish Venice during the 17th century, the ritual 
characteristics related to the reading of this part of the Haggadah were still alive and present, as shown 
by the testimony of Giulio Morosini, which is to be considered quite reliable. 


"When the head of the family refers to these ten blows, he is brought a bowl or basin, and at the name of 
each one, dipping the finger into his glass, and drips it inside the cup and continues, gradually emptying 
the glass of wine as a sign of the curses against the Christians" (18). 


Subsequently, the head of the family, after drinking another glass of wine, invites the guests to eat part 
of the three solemn unleavened loaves, the shimmurim, first all by itself and then together with the 
charoset and the bitter herbs, reciting the mandatory benedictions. At this point, the dinner true and 
proper dinner began. Samuele reported that the "head of the family took the unleavened bread and 
divided it one by one, giving one piece to each (of the guests), then drank the wine in his cup, and the 
others did likewise; after which they all started to eat, and thus they did the next day" (19). 


Similarly, Tobias da Magdeburg recounted that "the head of the family took the first unleavened loaf in 
the pan and gave part of it to each person present, and did the same with the second and third unleavened 
loaf (the shimmurim), giving a part of it to each person present. He then took a glass full of wine [...] and 
gulped it down, and immediately afterwards, the other guests also took their glasses 
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and drank the wine, each from his own glass. Then the dinner started" (20). 


When the meal was finished and the related benediction had been recited, before drinking the fourth 
glass of wine, the wine with which the advent of final redemption augured itself, the participants in the 
ritual united in reciting, all together, a new series of violent invective against the peoples having rejected 
the God of Israel, in a clear allusion to the Christians. The formula opened with the words Shefoch 
chamatecha el ha-goim asher lo yeda'ucha and, in the Ashkenazi ritual, contained particularly virulent 
overtones: "Vomit your anger onto the nations which refuse to recognize you, and their kingdoms, 
which do not invoke your name, which have devoured Jacob and destroyed his seat. Turn your anger 
upon them, reach them with your scorn; persecute them with fury, cause them to perish from beneath the 
divine heaven". 


This was one of the most potent, explicit and incisive curses against the gentiles contained in the 
Passover liturgy of the Seder. This invective appears to have been unknown in ancient times, and it is 
first found in the Machazor Vitry, composed in France between the 11th and 12th centuries. In all 
probability, the text, of one hundred verses extrapolated from various Psalms, was introduced into the 
Haggadah of the Franco-German Jewish communities during the Medieval period (21). 


The meaning was obvious. Messianic redemption could only be built upon the ruins of the hated Gentile 
world. In reciting the curses, the door of the room in which the Seder was kept were half-ajar, so that the 
prophet Elias would be enabled to intervene and announce the promised rescue. The anti-Christian 
invective was intended to prepare and facilitate Elias’ entry. As we shall also see below, the magical cult 
of the outrage and anti-Christian evil omen was one of the principal elements characterizing the religious 
fundamentalism typical of the Franco-German environment of the Middle Ages, and its so-called 
"passive Messianism", which was aggressive and ritualized (22). 


Maestro Tobias, according to his statements to the judges at Trent, after dinner, devoutly recited the 
formula of the curses of Shefoch and did the same both the evenings during which the Seder was 
performed and the Passover Haggadah read (23). Israel Wolfgang, as well, who had participated in 
Samuele da Nuremberg’s ritual dinner, recalled the moment in which they had solemnly pronounced 
Shefoch ("Oh God, send your anger against the peoples which do not wish to glorify you"), cursing the 
Christians (24). 
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The custom of reciting the curses of the Shefoch attributing anti-Christian connotations to them was still 
in force among the Jews of Venice in the 17th century, as Giulio Morosini attests with reference to the 
Ashkenazi formula: 


"Each one raises his glass of wine [...] they curse the Christians and the other nations, all included under 
the name of Ghoim, Gentiles, all intoning these words, after they have eaten their fill and are very drunk: 


‘Cast thy anger upon the Ghoim, Gentiles, which have not recognized you and on the kingdoms which 
have not invoked your name. Cast your anger upon them and may the fury of your anger consume them. 
Persecute them with your fury and destroy them" (25). 


The reading of this second series of curses was perhaps accompanied by demonstrative actions, such as 
that of flinging the wine from the basin into which it had been poured during the recital of the ten 
plagues of Egypt out of the windows and into the street: Egypt was thus transformed into Edom, and the 
persecutors of Israel were now solidly identified with the representatives of the surrounding Christian 
world. 


The convert Paolo Medici reported on the existence of these rather picturesque customs, which also 
featured stentorian invectives against the Gentiles. 


"The head of the house intones aloud verse 6 of Psalm 78: "Effunde iram tuam in gentes, quae te non 
noverunt". (Shefoch chamatecha el hagoim asher lo yeda'ucha ), and one person in the house runs to the 
window, takes the basin containing the wine of the curses, which was poured into the basin during the 
recitation the ten plagues inflicted on Egypt by God, and throws the wine into the street, the meaning of 
which, by way of this verse of the Psalm, was to inflict thousands of curses on all those who were not 
members of Judaism, and against the Christians in particular" (26). 


In substance, the so-called "confessions" of the defendants during the Trent trials relating to the rituals 
of the Seder and the Passover Haggadah are seen to be precise and truthful. Apart from the details of the 
use of blood in the wine and the unleavened bread, of which we shall speak somewhat further along, the 
sporadic insertion of which into the text is insufficient to invalidate the general picture, the facts 
described are always correct. The Jews of Trent, in describing the Seder in which they had participated, 
were not lying; nor were they under the influence of the judges, who were presumably ignorant of a 
large part of the ritual being described to them. If the accused dwelt at length upon the virulent anti- 
Christian meaning which the ritual had assumed in the tradition of 
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that Franco-German Judaism to which they belonged, they were not indulging in unverifiable 
exaggeration. In their collective mentality, the Passover Seder had a long since transformed itself into a 
celebration in which the wish for the forthcoming redemption of the people of Israel moved from 


aspiration to revenge, and then to cursing their Christian persecutors, the current heirs to the wicked 
Pharaoh of Egypt. 


NOTES TO CHAPTER ELEVEN 


1. On the preparation of the unleavened break and the shimmurim, the unleavened bread, under 


supervision and most important, see A. Toaff, Mangiare alla giudia. La cucina ebraica in Italia dal 
Rinascimento all'eta moderna, Bologna, 2000, pp. 147-149. 


2. The pan with the symbolic Pesach foods generally contained, in addition to the three shimmurim, i.e. 
the "solemn unleavened loaves", hard-boiled eggs, the lamb's hoof, the charoset, i.e, the fresh and dried 
fruit preserve, bitter herbs, lettuce and celery (cfr. R. Bonfil, Haggadah di Pesach , Milan, 1962, pp. 
XXXII-XXXVI). To these foods, some people added "various other things, including other types of 
bitter herbs and two types of meat, roast and boiled, and fish and egg, and almonds and walnuts" (cfr. 
Giulio Morosini, Derekh Emunanh. Via della fede mostrata agi ebrei , Rome. Propaganda Fide, 1683, pp. 
551-552). 


3."Quia ipse Thobias non habet clibanum in domo sua ad coquendo fugatias nec panem, eo tempore quo 
faciunt dictas fugatias seu azimas predictas, subito quamprimum sunt facte oportet quod ponantur in 
clibano, ut bene sint azime et quod Samuel habet clibanum in domo sua [...] dicto tempore Samud dedit 
sibi de fugatiis azimis, qui Samuel quando sic dabat fugatias dicebat: Iste fugatiae sunt aptate sicut 
debent" (cfr. A. Esposito and D. Quaglioni, Processi contro gli ebrei di Trento, 1475-1478. I: I processi 
del 1475, Padova, 1990, p. 328). For his part, Samuele da Nuremberg "interrogatus quin pinsavit pastam 
temporibus preteritis in domo ipsius Samuelis, cum qua fecerunt azimas predictas, respondit quod famuli 
ipsius Samuelis fecerunt azimas et pinsaverunt pastam cum qua fecerunt azimas; dicens tamen, quod 
nihil refert an masculi vel femine faciant dictas azimas" (cfr. ibidem, p. 252). 


4. "Ante cenam paterfamilias se ponit in capite mense et accipit unum ciatum in quo est de vino et quem 
ciatum ponit ante se [...] et alii de familia circum astantes habent singulum ciatum plenum vino; et in 
medio mense ponit unum bacile, in quo bacili sunt tres fugatie azimate [...] quas tres azimas ponunt in 
dicto bacili et in eodem bacili etiam ponunt aliquid modicum de eo quod sunt commesturi in cena" (cfr. 
ibidem, p. 252). Israel Wolfgang referred to the shimmurim as migzos (recte: mazzot, mazzos according 
to the Asnhenazi pronunciation), solemn unleavened bread (cfr. G. Divina, Storia del beato Simone da 
Trento, Trento, 1902, vol. Il, p. 18). 


5. "In die Pasce eorum de sero, ante cenam, et etiam in die sequenti de sero, antecenam, paterfamilias 
judeus se ponit ad mensam et omnes eius familie se ponunt circa mensam. Qui paterfamilias habet 
ciphum plenum vino, quem ciphum ponit ante se, et omnes alii circumstantes habent singulum ciatum 
plenum vino; et deinde in medio mense ponunt unum bacile seu vas, in quo ponunt tres azimas sive 
fugatias [...] ponendo dictas fugatias unam super aliam; in quo bacili etiam ponunt de ovis, de carnibus 
et de omnibus aliis de quibus volunt comedere in illa cena" (cfr. Esposito and Quaglioni, Processi, cit., 
vol. I, pp. 325-326). 


6. "Dicit quod benedicunt postea dictas fugatias [...] dicendo hec verba: Holcheme hanyhe (recte: Ha la- 
chma aniya) et certa alia verba que ipse ignorat, que verba significant: 'panis iste’, et nescit quid aliud 
significent" (cfr. ibidem, p. 379). 


7. "Et paterfamilias ponit digitum in ciatum suum et illum balneat in vino [...] et deinde aspergit cum 


digito omnia que sunt in mensa, dicendo hec verba in Hebraico, videlicet dam, izzardea, chynim, heroff, 
dever, ssyn, porech, harbe, hossen, maschus pochoros, que verba significant decem maledictiones quas 
Deus dedit populo Egiptiaco, eo quod nolebat dimittere populum suum" [“‘And the head of the family 
places his finger in his glass and bathes his finger therein [...] and then sprinkles all those present at 
table with it, saying these words in Hebrew, that is, dam, izzardea, chynim, heroff, dever, ssyn, porech, 
harbe, hossen, maschus pochoros, which words mean the ten curses that God inflicted on the Egyptians 
who did not want to let His people go’’] (cfr. ibidem, p. 252). 


8.Cfr. [Benedetto Bonelli], Dissertazione apologetica sul martirio del beato Simone da Trento nell'anno 
MCCCCLXXV dagli ebrei ucciso, Trento, Gianbattista Parone, 1747, pp. 151-152. 


9."Et postea (paterfamilias) ponit digitum indicem manus dextrae in ciphum et intingit seu balneat 
digitum predictum in vino [...] et deinde cum eodemmet digito balneato in vino, ut supra, paterfamilias 
aspergit ea que sunt super mensa, dicendo hec verba in Hebraico, videlicet: dam, izzardea, chynim, 
heroff, dever, ssyn, porech, harbe, hossech, maschus pochoros, que verba significant in Latino istud, 
videlicet: dam, sanguis - izzardea, rane - chynym, pulices - heroff, fames - dever, destructiones 
personarum - ssyn, lepra - porech, fortuna in mari seu procella - harbe, multum - hossech, tenebre - 
maschus pochoros, pestilentia magna. Que omnia verba suprascripta dicuntur per dictum patremfamilias 
in commemoratione illarum decem maledictionum, quas Deus dedit Pharaoni et toto populo Egypti, quia 
nolebant dimittere populum suum" [“And after (the head of the family) put the index finger of the right 
hand in his glass and having bathed his finger in the wine [...] and, using the finger bathed in wine, as 
stated above, the head of the family sprinkles those at table, saying these words in Hebrew, namely, 
izzardea, chynim, heroff, dever, ssyn, porech, harbe, hossech, maschus pochoros, which words mean in 
Latin the following, to wit, dam, blood - izzardea, frogs - chynym, fleas - heroff, famine - dever, the 
destruction of persons - ssyn, leprosy - porech, loss of wealth in storms at sea - harbe, multitude - 
hossech, darkness - maschus pochoros - great pestilence. All of these words are spoken by the head of 
the family in memory of the ten curses which God inflicted on the Egyptians and on the whole 
population of Egypt, because they did not want to let His people go”’] (cfr. Esposito and Quaglioni, 
Processi, cit., vol. I, p. 326). 


10. Tobias did not hesitate to confess to the Trent judges to the limitations of his own Hebraic culture: 
"ipse Thobias est illetteratus homo et quod docti in lege suo hoc scire debent" [“‘that Tobias was 
uneducated and that the doctors in law should know that’’] (ibidem, p. 318). 


11. Cfr. Jacob Mulin Segal (Maharil), Sefer ha-minhagim ("Book of Customs"), by Sh. Spitzer, 
Jerusalem, 1989, pp. 106-107. On the anti- Christian meaning of these invectives, contained in the 
Haggadah according to the custom of the German Jews, cfr. I.J. Yuval, "Two Nations in Your Womb". 
Perceptions of Jews and Christians , Tel Aviv, 2000, pp. 116-117 (in Hebrew). 


12. In this regard, see Sh. Safrai and Z. Safrai, Haggadah of the Sages. The Passover Haggadah, 
Jerusalem, 1998, pp. 145-146 (in Hebrew). 


13. Cfr. Shalom of Neustadt, Decisions and Customs, by Sh. Spitzer, Jerusalem, 1977, p. 134 (in 
Hebrew). 


14. "Postea dictus paterfamilias dixit suprascripta verba, idem paterfamilias iungit hec alia verba: 'Ita 
imprecamur Deum quod similiter immittat predictas .X. maledictiones contra gentes, que sunt inimice 
fidei Iudeorum’, intelligendo maxime contra christianos, et deinde dictus paterfamilias bibit 

vinum" [“‘After the head of the family said these words, he added these other words: ‘Thus we pray God 
to inflict ten similar curses on the Gentiles, who are enemies of the Jewish faith’, meaning the 
Christians, more than anything else, and then the head of the family drank the wine’’] (cfr. Esposito and 
Quaglioni, Processi, cit., vol. I, p. 363). "Et (Thobias) dicit quod quando dictus paterfamilias dixit 
suprascripta verba, postea etiam addit hec alia: ‘Ita imprecamur Deum quod similiter immittat 
suprascriptas decem maledictiones contra gentes quod adversantur fidei Iudaice’, intelligendo maxime 
contra Christianos" [‘‘And (Tobias) said that when the head of the family said these words, after that he 
added these other words : “Thus we pray God that He may inflict ten similar curses on all the people 
who are enemies of the Jewish faith”] (cfr. Esposito and Quaglioni, Processi, cit., vol. I, p. 326). 


15. Cfr. Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, cit., vol. II, pp. 16-32. 


16. "Et (Thobias) dicit quod quando dictus paterfamilias dixit suprascripta verba, postea etiam addit hec 
alia: "Ita imprecamur Deum quod similiter immittat suprascriptas decem maledictiones contra gentes 
quod adversantur fidei Iudaice", intelligendo maxime contra Christianos" [““And Tobias said that when 
the head of the family said the above mentioned words, after that he added the following, among other 
things: “Thus we call upon God similarly to inflict the above mentioned curses against the Gentiles (or 
people) who are enemies of the Jewish faith’, meaning, most of all, against the Christians’’] (cfr. 
Esposito and Quaglioni, Processi, cit., vol. I, p. 326). 


17. "Et que verba postea quem dicta sunt per patremfamilias, idem paterfamilias dicit hec alia verba: ‘lta 
nos deprecamur Deum quod immittat omnes predictas maledictiones contra eos qui sunt contra fidem 
Tudaicam’, intelligendo et imprecando quod dicte maledictiones immittantur contra Cristianos" [““And 
that after the head of the family said these words, he said these other words: “Thus we pray God that He 
may inflict all these curses on those who are enemies of the Jewish faith’, meaning and praying that 
these curses would befall the Christians“] (cfr. ibidem, p. 352). In the light of the Hebrew sources, such 
as Maharil and Shalom da Wiener Neustadt, who testify to the ancient custom of the Ashkanazi Jews of 
cursing the Christians during the recitation of the ten plagues of Egypt, W.P. Eckert is therefore in error 
on this point (Motivi superstiziosi nel processo agli ebrei di Trento, in I. Rogger and M. Bellabarba, II 
principe vescovo Johannes Hinderbach, 1465-1486, fra tardo Medioevo e Umanesimo, Atti del 
Convegno held by the Biblioteca Comunale of Trent, 2-6 October 1989, Bologna, 1992, pp. 393-394) 
considers this to be a truth presumed by the Trent judges and suggested to the defendants by coercive 
means. 


18. Cfr. Morosini, Derekh Emunah. Via della fede mostata agli ebrei, cit., p. 559. 


19. "Et hiis dictis, paterfamilias accipit dictas fugatias et unamquamque dividit de unaquaque fugatia 
partem suam unicuique, et deinde ipse paterfamilias bibit vinum quod est in ciato suo, et similiter alii 
astantes bibunt vinum suum et postmodum omnes cenant, et similiter faciunt die sequenti de sero" (cfr. 
Esposito and Quaglioni, Processi, cit., vol. I, pp. 252-253). 


20. "Et post suprascripta paterfamilias accipit primam fugatiam que est in bacili, ut supra, et unicuique 
ex astantibus dat partem suam, et similiter facit de secunda et de tertia fugatia, dando partem suam 
unicuique. Et deinde accipit ciphum plenum vino [...] et illud vinum bibit; et deinde omnes alii 
circumstantes accipiunt ciatos suos plenos vino, ut supra, et unusquisque bibit de ciato suo, postque 
cenant orimes" (cfr. ibidem, pp. 326-327). 


21. On the initial introduction of the curses of Shefoch into the text of the Haggadah of the medieval 
Ashkenazi environment, see, among others, M.M. Kasher, Haggadah Shelemah, New York, 1961, pp. 
177-180; E.D. Goldshmidt, Haggadah shel Pesach, Jerusalem, 1969, pp. 62-64; R. Bonfil, Haggadah di 
Pesach, Milan, 1962, pp. 122-123 (" It may nevertheless be presumed that the custom became 
widespread during the Middle Ages, during the period of the first great persecutions, during the 
Crusades [...] during the period in which the first accusations of ritual murder were made against the 
Jews. The custom of opening the door [...] probably also dates back to that period, in which such an act 
was caused by the fear that behind the door there might be placed the body of some murdered child and 
that the murder might be blamed on the Jews"). 


22. In this regard, see, in particular, G.D. Cohen, Messianic Postures of Ashkenazim and Sephardim, in 
M. Kreutzberg, Studies of the Leo Baeck Institute, New York, 1967, pp. 117-158; Yuval, "Two Nations 
in Your Womb", cit., pp. 140-145; Safrai and Safrai, Haggadah of the Sages , cit., pp. 174-178. 


23. "Et finita cena, paterfamilias dicit hec verba: Sfoch chaba moscho hol ha-goym. Similiter dicit quod 
fit in die sequenti de sero, post Pascha" [“‘And after dinner, the head of the family pronounces these 
words, Sfoch chaba moscho hol ha-goym. He does the same the evening of the following day, after 
Passover’’] (cfr. Esposito and Quaglioni, Processi, cit., vol. I, p. 327). It should be noted that the Hebrew 
words are recorded by the Italian notary according to Tobias' Ashkenazi pronunciation, and therefore 
chamatecha, "da tua ira", is rendered as chamoscho (chaba moscho). 


24. Cfr. [Bonelli], Dissertazione apologetica, cit., p. 149; Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, 
cit., vol. II, p. 18. Even in the case of Israel Wolfgang, the formula of Shefoch, reported according to the 
Ashkenazi pronunciation, is distorted by the notary's record (Sfoco hemosco hai hagoym honszlar lho 
ghedalsecho ), but seems entirely intelligible. 


25. Cfr. Morosini, Derekh Emunah. Via della fede mostrata agli ebrei, cit., p. 559. 


26. Cfr. Paolo Medici, Riti e costumi degli ebrei, Madrid, Luc'Antonio de Bedmar, 1737, p. 171. 
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CHAPTER TWELVE 
THE MEMORIAL OF THE PASSION 


The use of the blood of Christian children in the celebration of the Jewish Passover was apparently the 
object of minute regulation, at least according to the depositions of all the defendants in the Trent trials. 
These depositions describe exactly what was prohibited, what was permitted, and what was tolerated, all 
in meticulous detail. Every eventuality was foreseen and dealt with; the use of blood was governed by 
broad and exhaustive case law, almost as if it formed an integral part of the most firmly established 
regulations relating to the ritual. The blood, powdered or dessicated, was mixed into the dough of the 
unleavened or "solemn" bread, the shimmurim -- not ordinary bread. The shimmurim -- in fact, three 
loaves for each of the two evenings during which the ritual dinner of the Seder was served -- were 
considered one of the principal symbolic foods of the feast, and their accurate preparation and baking 
took place during the days preceding the advent of Pesach . 


During the Seder, the blood had to be dissolved into the wine immediately prior to recitation of the ten 
curses against the land of Egypt. The wine was later poured into a basin or a cracked earthenware pot 
and thrown away. The performance of the ritual required only a minimum quantity of blood in powdered 
form, equal in quantity to a lentil. 


The obligation to procure blood and to use it during the Passover ritual was the exclusive responsibility 
of the head of the family, i.e., a responsible male with a dependent wife and children. Bachelors, 
widowers, guests and employees, all those without dependent family, were exempt. In view of the 
difficulty of procuring such a rare and costly ingredient, it was anticipated that the wealthiest Jews 
would provide blood for the poorest Jews, an eccentric form of charity benefiting heads of families 
disinherited by fate. 


Samuele da Nuremberg reported that: 
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"The evening before Pesach, when they stir the dough with which the unleavened bread (the 
shimmurim) is later prepared, the head of the family takes the blood of a Christian child and mixes it into 
the dough while it is being kneaded, using the entire quantity available, keeping in mind that the 
measure of a lentil is sufficient. The head of the family sometimes performs this operation in the 
presence of those kneading the unleavened bread, and sometimes without their knowledge, based on 
whether or not they can be trusted” (1). 


Maestro Tobias restricted himself to recalling that "every year, the blood, in powdered form, is kneaded 
into the dough of the unleavened bread prepared the evening before the feast, and is then eaten on the 
solemn day, i.e., the day of Passover" (2). This testimony was confirmed by Mohar (Meir), the son of 
Mose "the old Man" of Wiirzburg (3), as well as by the convert Giovanni da Feltre, who had seen his 
father Schochat (Sacheto) perform the ritual while still living at Landshut in Bavaria (4). 


Isacco da Gridel, Angelo da Verona’s cook, admitted to kneading the shimmurim containing blood for 
eight years, preparing it for the celebration of the Seder. Joav of Franconia, Tobias' domestic servant, 
recalled the custom from as much as seventeen years back, when she was in service with a rich Jew from 
Wirzburg. Mose da Bamburg, the traveler staying with Angelo of Verona, in his long deposition, stated 
that he had personally performed this operation when he was head of the family in Germany. Later, 
when he moved to Italy, he had seen it performed at Borgo San Giovanni, in the Piacenza region, in the 
home of money lender Sacle or Sacla (Izchak), who inserted the blood into the unleavened bread while 
his wife Potina kneaded the dough. Vitale, Samuele da Nuremberg’s agent, attested to the custom as a 
result of having seen it performed for three consecutive years by his uncle, Salomone, at Monza. 


The subject matter of these depositions was also confirmed by the women involved. Bella, the wife of 
Mayer da Wiirzburg, reported that she had seen her father preparing the shimmurim from the time she 
was a child at Nuremberg, in preparation for the first two evenings during which the Seder used grains 
of dried blood in the dough. Sara, Tobias’s wife, recalled that her first husband, Elia, whom she married 
at Marburg, had used blood for this purpose, and that she had also seen the practice in many Jewish 
homes in Mestre (5). Bona, Angelo da Verona’s sister, stated that she had seen the brother placing the 
[dried] blood, [dissolved and] diluted in water, into the dough of the unleavened and so-called solemn 
bread, the shimmurim, which was kept under surveillance, and had to be eaten during the 
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first two evenings of the festival, during the Seder. "Angelo himself, took a bit of the Christian child’s 
[dried] blood and dissolved it in water, then poured the water containing the blood into the dough with 
which they then made the unleavened loaves, three of which Angelo and the others members of his 
family and Bona herself ate during the Passover evening feast, while the other three members ate it the 
evening of the next day" (6). 


Angelo da Verona’s report was rather more detailed. After having briefly recalling that the Ashkenazi 
Jews "take a small quantity of the blood and they put it in the dough with which they later make the 
unleavened bread which they eat during the solemn days of the Passover". 


He went on to provide a detailed description of the rite of preparing the shimmurim "with blood" (7). 
First of all, he explained to the judges, the ritual action was carried out "as a sign of outrage against 
Jesus Christ, whom the Christians claim is their God". He then continued, supplying whatever 
clarification he considered dutiful and necessary: "Eating unleavened bread with Christian blood in it 


means that, just as the body and powers of Jesus Christ, the God of the Christians, went down to 
perdition with His death, thus, the Christian blood contained in the unleavened bread shall be ingested 
and completely consumed". 


How much truth there was to this key anti-Christian interpretation of the presumed Jewish hematophagia 
[blood-eating] through the medium of unleavened bread, and just how much was invented to please the 
inquisitors concerned, is unknown. It is however a fact that Angelo supplied a very colorful and credible 
representation of the ritual, utilizing the correct formulae from the classical Jewish liturgy. 


"They place the blood in their unleavened loaves in this manner: after placing the blood in the dough, 
they knead it and stir it around to prepare the unleavened bread (the shimmurim). Then they poke holes 
in it, pronouncing these words: Chen icheressu chol hoyveha, which, translated, means "Thus may our 
enemies be consumed. At this point, the unleavened loaves are ready to be eaten" (8). 


This Hebrew invective is not an invention. It may in fact be found among the blessings and curses 
pronounced during the so-called "Haggadah of the Jewish New Year" (Rosh Ha-Shanah) just before the 
feast dinner. On this occasion, the reading of the various formulae was accompanied by the consumption 
of vegetables and fruit, in addition to fish and a lamb’s head, recalling, by means of a pun on their 
Hebrew names, the type of blessing or curse which the reader intended 
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to pronounce. Leeks are called carti, and the invective associated with its name was known as she- 
iccaretu (iccaresu in the Ashkenazi pronunciation) col hoyevenu, that is, "may all our enemies be 
exterminated" ("Consumed" according to Angelo)" (9). The original inspiration was, as usual, Biblical 
and prophetical (Mich. 5:9) "And all thine enemies shall be cut off" (we-chos hoyevecha iccaretu). At 
this point, it becomes much more difficult to dismiss the insertion of these Hebrew-language execrations 
into the ritual of the Christian blood added to the solemn unleavened bread as merely the 
extemporaneous and extravagant invention of Angelo da Verona, “softened up” with torture. 


From Samuele da Nuremberg and Angelo da Verona, from Maestro Tobias and Anna da Montagnana, 
all the accused at Trent were agreed in affirming that the head of the family, who was required to 
perform the task of directing the reading of the Haggadah, did not shake the blood into the wine before 
starting the Seder or during the initial phases of the celebration, but only when they were about to recite 
the ten curses of Egypt. Recalling the years of his stay in the Jewish quarter of Nuremberg with various 
employers such as Lazzaro, Giosia and Moshe Loff, Mosé da Ansbach, the teacher of Tobias's children, 
stated that the head of the family placed the blood in the wine at the precise moment of the 
commemoration of the so-called “ten curses”, i.e., the plagues of Egypt (10). 


The learned Mosé da Wiirzburg, "the Old Man", explained that: 


"The head of the family takes a bit of the blood of the Christian child and drops it in his glass full of 


wine [...] then, putting his finger in the wine, with that wine where the blood of the Christian child has 
been shaken, he sprinkles the table and food on the table with it, pronouncing the Hebraic formula in 
commemoration of the ten curses, which God sent to the refractory Egyptian people who refused to 
liberate the Jewish people. At the end of the reading, the same head of the family, referring to the 
Christians, utters the following words (in Hebrew): ‘thus we beseech God that he may similarly direct 
these ten curses against the gentiles, who are enemies of the Jewish faith’" (11). 


Giovanni da Feltre, the converted Jew, recalled the years of his youth, spent in lower Germany, when his 
father performed on the ritual of the Seder of Passover, "Both evenings, my father took blood and shook 
it into his chalice of wine before beginning the Passover dinner, then sprinkled it on the table cursing the 
Christian religion" (12). 


After the reading of the last part of the Haggadah, the head of the family performed the act of adding the 
blood to the wine to transform the wine into a potion symbolically intended to represent 
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the cruel death of Israel’s enemies, immediately before the ten curses. This part of the text of the 
Haggadah opens with the words: "(The Lord) made us leave Egypt with a strong hand, with the arm 
extended, with immense terror, with signs) and with prodigies: this is the blood (zeh ha-dam)" (13). The 
reason why the haematic fluid of the Christian boy was dissolved in the “wine of the ten curses” at this 
point was revealed by Angelo da Verona: 


"The Jews performed this act in remembrance of one of the ten curses which God inflicted upon the 
Egyptians when they held the Jewish people in bondage: one of the plagues was God’s transformation 
into blood of all the waters in the land of Egypt" (14). 


As usual, Israel Wolfgang provided some sense of order for these various rituals. The young painter 
recalled participating in a Seder held in the house of a certain Jew named Chopel, at Giinzenhausen, near 
Nuremberg, in 1460. Chopel used coagulated, pulverized blood, shaken into the wine prior to the 
recitation of the ten plagues. This was accompanied by the following declaration in Hebrew: "This is the 
blood of a Christian child", (zeh-ha dam shel goi katan). According to what may be gathered from Israel 
Wolfgang’s account, after the reading of this fragment of the Haggadah, which began with the words 
zeh ha-dam, "This is the blood", the head of the house brought the ampoule containing the powdered 
blood to the table, added a bit of the contents to the wine in his chalice, and recited the analogous 
formula beginning with the same words, zeh ha-dam, but in reference to the blood of the Christian child, 
not in reference to the first plague of Egypt. 


He then went on to the reading of the ten curses, the sprinkling of the wine onto the table, and the 
recitation of the invectives against the goyim -- the Christians. Obviously, the formula, "This is the 
blood (zeh ha-dam) of a Christian child" was transmitted [from generation to generation] orally; the text 
of the Haggadah was alleged not to contain this text. 


Israel Wolfgang’s revelations continued. In 1474, he [said he] had participated in the celebration of the 
Jewish Passover at Feltre, at Abramo's house (Abramo being a money lender in that city). On that 
occasion, Wolfgang had seen the head of the family add the blood to the dough of the solemn 
unleavened bread (migzo = mazzot), that is, the shimmurim. During the evening ritual of the Seder, 
Abramo da Feltre, in preparation for the reading of the ten curses, came to table with a glass phial 
containing a small quantity of dried blood, 
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the size of a nut, and shook a pinch of it into the wine, pronouncing the usual formula of the zeh ha-dam: 
"This is the blood of a Christian child". He then began the recitation of the plagues, pouring the wine 
onto the table and cursing the gentiles hostile to Israel" (15). 


Lazzaro, employed at Angelo da Verona, also told the judges that he had seen the rite performed by his 
uncle Israel, the influential Ashkenazi banker at Piacenza, who occupied the function of treasurer in the 
Jewish community of the Duchy of Milan (16). According to him, Israel, during the recitation of the 
plagues, diluted the blood into the wine, pronouncing the Hebrew words which meant: "This is the blood 
of a Christian child" (zeh ha-dam shel goi katan) (17). In this regard, Mosé of Bamburg confirmed the 
descriptions of the other defendants, referring to Leone of Mohar, a money lender active at Tortona, with 
whom he had stayed as a guest in the past, during the Seder of Passover (18). As often happened, Leone, 
in the act of adding the dried blood to the wine before the recitation of the ten curses, turned to his 
guests with the required Hebrew phrase: zeh ha-dam, "This is the blood of a Christian child". 


It should be obvious that only someone with a very good knowledge of the Seder ritual, an insider, could 
describe the [precise] order of gestures and operations as well as the Hebrew formulae used during the 
various phases of the celebration, and be capable of supplying such [a wealth of] detailed and precise 
descriptions and explanations. The judges at Trent could barely follow these descriptions, forming a 
vague idea of the ritual, which was so foreign to their experience and knowledge that they could only 
reconstitute it in [the form of] nebulous and imperfect images. The Italian notaries, then, had their work 
cut out for them in [attempting] to cut their way through this jungle of incomprehensible Hebrew terms, 
pronounced with a heavy German accent. But on the other hand, what interested them, beyond the 
particulars of difficult comprehensibility, was establishing where these Jews used Christian blood in 
their Passover rites, adding it to the unleavened bread and the wine of the libation. Imagining that the 
judges dictated these descriptions of the Seder ritual, with the related liturgical formulae in Hebrew, 
does not seem very believable. 


Goi katan , "little Christian", the expression used in referring to the ritual murder victim, who was 
usually nameless, is said to have been used during the act of adding his blood to the symbolic foods 
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to be exhibited and consumed in the Seder dinner. This expression, although not at all neutral in view of 


the negative and pejorative connotations attributed to Christians in general, was certainly less 
contemptuous than the term normally used by German Jews with reference to a Christian child. [For 
example], the word shekez possesses the sense of "something abominable", while the feminine, shiksa or 
shikse, is a neologism used, in particular, in reference to Christian girls engaged in romantic relations 
with young men of the race of Israel (19). The diminutive [Italianized] term of endearment, 
"scigazzello", was in use among the Ashkenazi Jews of Venice until relatively recent times. At any rate, 
the words shekz, sheghez, or sceghesc, employed in a contemptuous manner to refer to the children of 
those faithful in Christ, viewed as some of the [most] abominable expressions of [all] creation, was in 
widespread use in all cities with communities of German Jews, even in Northern Italy (20). 


It should be noted that the term is absent from the records of the Trent trials; but the terms goi (literally, 
"people" "nation"), with reference to Christians generally, and goi katan ("little Christian"), in the sense 
of a child belonging to the faith in Christ were used instead. 


In his fierce invective against the Jews, the Venetian convert Giulio Morosini did not fail to censure the 
virulently anti-Christian education imparted by Jews to their children, according to Morosini, as well as 
the offensive terminology utilized by Jews in Hebrew to insult Christian children and their churches. 


"You are accustomed to instilling in those little children, along with their mother's milk, the observance 
and the concept of the Law and the holy language, with Hebrew names for many things [...] This is so 
that they may easily and soon understand the Law and Bible. But at the same time, you inculcate hatred 
against the Goyim, that is, the Gentiles, by which name you refer to the Christians, never missing a 
chance to curse them, and make your children curse them. Thus, the name most frequently used against 
[Christian] children is Sciekatizim, that is, Abominations, which is also the word you use in reference to 
the ‘Idols’, as you are accustomed to call them. In the same manner, you abominate our Churches with 
your synonym, Tonghava, which also means Abomination. And you very often warn them to flee the 
Tonghava , not to speak to the Sceketz and other, similar terms of abuse” (21). 


In the eyes of the Ashkenazi Jews of Trent, it was obvious that the ritual obligation to use the blood of 
Christian children in the Passover celebrations was exclusively incumbent upon heads of families, and 
not on other members of the community. The rule, enounced to the judges by Israel, the son of Samuele 
da Nuremberg, 
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was that "Jewish fathers of families in the feast of Purim, before dinner, take a small quantity of the 
blood of a Christian child, put it in their cup full of wine and sprinkle the table with it” (22). Angelo of 
Verona placed it in the category, not of ritual regulations, but of customs (Hebrew, minhagh, Latin mos) 
and, as always with patience and in a summary manner, explained that "the established custom is that 
the head of the family, and no one else, must place the powdered blood in the unleavened blood in the 
time of the Passover" (23). 


Mose da Wiirzburg, for his part, reported that, up to the time when he had been the head of a family in 


various places in Germany, it had been considered obligatory to provide blood for the Passover rites. 
Subsequently, since he no longer occupied the role of head of family, he had been exempted from 
performing this duty (24). Mosé da Bamberg also stated that, as long as he had been the head of family 
in Germany, he had procured the blood for the Passover Seder. He then went into service with various 
Jewish families at Ulm and other centers in Franconia, and was considered exempted from this custom 
(25). 


In this regard, it should be noted that the pre-eminent role of the head of family (paterfamilias, a 
rendering of the Hebrew ha-al ha-bait, "patron of the house"), in the celebration of the Passover rites, 
particularly, in the medieval Ashkenazi environment, is attested to by many manuscript and printed texts 
with comments on the Haggadah of Pesach. Among other things, these texts stress that the obligation of 
the ritual washing of the hands (netilat yadaim) at the beginning of the Seder was only incumbent upon 
the head of the family, almost exclusively entrusted with the reading of the Haggadah, while all the 
guests were exempt. Beniamin di Meir of Nuremberg, at the beginning of the 16th century, testified to 
the existence of this custom, stating that he had observed it to be widespread in all the Jewish 
communities of Germany. "I have noticed that, most of the time", wrote the German rabbi, "the ritual 
washing of the hands (in the Passover Seder) is performed only by the head of the family, while the 
guests do not wash their hands at all" (26). 


On the other hand, procuring the raw material required for performance of the blood ritual was not an 
easy job, involving costs which the heads of poorer families could not afford. It was therefore 
anticipated that the heads of poorer families were exempt from a task which proved too costly for them, 
as was unhesitatingly admitted by the ancient expert Mose of Wiirzburg when he explained to the 
inquisitors of Trent that "the Jews naturally require the blood of a Christian child, but 
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if they were poor and could not afford any blood, they were relieved of the expense" (27). 


Rich Jews, often in a mixed spirit of prodigality and magnanimity, took over the beneficial task of 
assisting the poorer Jews by supplying the precious fluid required, although obviously in minute 
amounts. Isacco of Gridel, Angelo of Verona’s cook, recalled that, when he was in service with the head 
of a family at Cleberg, a rich relative of his wife supplied them a small preparation of dried blood at no 
charge, stating that "it was customary to do this for the poor". The blood had been acquired from the 
well-known rabbi Shimon of Frankfurt (28). Mosé of Bamberg, the professional traveler, also recounted 
that he had had a dependent family until 1467, and, since his indigence was well known to all, he was 
supplied with powdered blood "of a size equal to a nut" by Salamone, a rich merchant from lower 
Germany, and sometimes by Cervo, a wealthy Jew from Parchim in Mecklenburg, who gave him no 
more than half a spoonful (29). 


The rite of the wine, or blood, and curses had a dual significance. On the one hand, it was intended to 
recall the miraculous salvation of Israel brought about through the sign of the blood of the lamb placed 


on the door-posts of Jewish houses to protect them from the Angel of Death when they were about to be 
liberated from slavery in Egypt. It was also intended to bring closer final redemption, prepared for 
through God’s vengeance on the gentiles who had failed to recognized Him and had persecuted the 
Jewish people. The memorial of the Passion of Christ, relived and celebrated in the form of an anti-ritual 
miraculously exemplified the fate destined for Israel’s enemies. The blood of the Christian child, a new 
Agnus Dei, and the eating of his blood, were premonitory signs of the proximate ruin of Israel’s 
indomitable and implacable persecutors, the followers of a false and mendacious faith. 


The old man, Mose da Wiirzburg, stressed both the significance of the blood rite and the curses, from the 
positive memorial of the blood of the lamb on the door-posts of the houses and the negative memorial of 
the passion of Christ, scorned and abhorred. 


"According to the laws of Moses, it is commanded to the Jews that, in the days of the Passover, every 
head of family should take the blood of a perfect male lamb and place it (as a sign) on the door-posts of 
the dwellings. Nevertheless, since the custom of taking the blood of 
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the perfect male lamb was being lost, and, in its place, (the Jews) now used the blood of a Christian boy 
[...] and they do this and consider it necessary as a negative memorial (of the Passion) of Jesus, God of 
the Christians, who was a male, rather than a female, and who was hanged and died on the cross in 
torment, in a shameful and vile manner" (30). 


Israele, Samuele of Nuremberg’s son, referred to the rite’s ancient value in a response to his judges 
relating to the significance which came to be attributed, over time, to the mixing of the blood into the 
unleavened bread. "We consume it in the unleavened bread" he said, “‘as a memorial of the blood with 
which the Lord commanded Moses to paint the door-posts of the doors of Jewish houses when they were 
the slaves of the Pharoah" (31). 


On the other hand, Vitale of Weissenburg, Samuele’s agent, preferred to confer a second meaning upon 
the rite, that is, that of an upside-down memorial to the Passion of Christ, considered as an emblem and 
paradigm of the fall of Israel’s enemies and of divine vengeance, forewarning of final redemption. "We 
use the blood", he declared, "as a sad memorial of Jesus [...] in outrage and contempt of Jesus, God of 
the Christians, and every year we do the memorial of that passion [...] in fact, the Jews perform the 
memorial of the Passion of Christ every year, by mixing the blood of the Christian boy into their 
unleavened bread (32). 


The origins of the ritual of the use of blood in the Passover dinner are not very clear; nor do we know 
the names of the rabbinical authorities who presumably taught it. The only defendants in the Trent trials 
able to shed any light on the subject were Samuele da Nuremberg and Mosé da Wiirzburg, both of whom 
possessed a high degree of Hebrew culture, the fruit of many years of arduous study in the most famous 
Talmudic academies (yeshivot) in Germany. Neither Samuele nor Mosé were able to provide precise 


answers in this regard, entrenching themselves behind the hypothesis that the ritual was based on ancient 
traditions which were only transmitted orally, for obvious reasons of prudence, and that no written traces 
of it remain in the tests of ritual law. Just when these traditions were formed, and why, was, for them, an 
unresolved mystery, enveloped in the mists of the past. 


Samuele vaguely attributed these traditions to the rabbis of the Talmud (Iudei sapientiores in partibus 
Babiloniae), who were said to have introduced the ritual in a very remote epoch, "before Christianity 
attained its present power". Those scholars, united at a learned congress, 
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were Said to have concluded that the blood of a Christian child was highly beneficial to the salvation of 
souls, if it was extracted during the course of a memorial ritual of the passion of Jesus, as a sign of 
contempt and scorn for the Christian religion. Over the course of this counter-ritual, the innocent boy, 
who had to be less than seven years old and had to be a boy, like Jesus, was crucified among torments 
and expressions of execration, as had happened to Christ (33). Another praiseworthy addition was 
circumcision, to make the symbolic similarity more obvious and significant. We do not know how 
firmly convinced Samuele was of what he said; but it seems certain that the judges were highly gratified 
with this kind of macabre confession. This does not detract from the fact that the allegations of this Jew, 
at least in historical and ideological terms, if not in relation to the practical application of the [alleged] 
ritual in the case of little Simon, were quite plausible. 


Mose, "the Old Man" of Wiirzburg, was even vaguer than Samuele, noting that the blood ritual was not 
recorded in any of the ritualistic scripts of Judaism, but was transmitted orally, and in secret, by rabbis 
and scholars in Jewish law. Mosé nevertheless confirmed that the Christian boy who was to be crucified 
during the rite in commemoration of the Christ’s shameful Passion had to be less than seven years old 
and of the male sex (34). 


In accordance with Samuele da Nuremberg’s statements ("we believe that the blood of the sacrificed 
Christian boy is of great benefit in the salvation of our souls"), it was the custom, attributed to the 
participants in the blood ritual, to perform collective acts, even if only symbolic, to stress their 
intervention in the ceremony, such as that of touching the victim’s body. "All those present placed their 
hands, now one and now the other, as if to suffocate the child, because the Jews believe that they render 
themselves meritorious before God by demonstrating their participation in the sacrifice of a Christian 
child". Isacco da Gridel, Angelo da Verona’s cook, in effect, affirmed this in his confession, by 
describing his own participation in a ritual child murder committed at Worms in 1460, according to him 
(35). 


In a certain sense, this behavior recalled the collective funereal rituals proper to the Judaism of the 
German territories during medieval times, testified to, among other things, in the writings of Rabbi 
Shalom of Wiener Neustadt. These writings include a description of the hakkafoth, the circular 
procession around the coffin of the deceased by the persons 
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present at the funeral to drive evil spirits away from the soul of the deceased, which reveals undoubted 
links with the Cabbalah; the collective custom of placing the hand on the casket or the tomb to implore 
divine mercy in favor of the deceased; and finally, the custom of placing a tuft of grass, a clod of earth, 
or a stone or pebble on the mound to testify to their own presence at the burial (36). 


While Samuele da Nuremberg maintained more or less deliberately vague with regards the origins of the 
custom of using the blood of the Christian child in the rituals of the Jewish Passover, he was very 
precise in discussing the persons who had transmitted and taught him these regulations orally. David 
Sprinz had actually been his rabbi and teacher, with whom Samuele had studied lovingly and with great 
success thirty years before, in the yeshivah of Bamberg, and later in the yeshivah of Nuremberg. 
Samuele knew that Sprinz had since moved to Poland, but didn't know whether or not he was still alive 
(37). 


David Tebel Sprinz was actually a rather well-known rabbi. Born in 1400, he had governed the 
Talmudic academy of Bamberg until 1448, and moved to Nuremberg around the middle of the century, 
taking control of the local yeshiva. He was still alive in 1474, carrying on his activity at Poznan in 
Poland (38). Samuele’s information in this respect was therefore correct, although we have no way of 
knowing how much truth there might be in his assertions relating to the subject of the teachings which 
Sprinz is alleged to have imparted orally in relation to the blood rituals. It is, however, a fact that three 
German rabbis, all of top-level importance, were implicated in the Trent trials in various ways relating to 
the transmission of traditions relating to ritual child murder, the use of blood in the Jewish Passover and 
the contemptuous commemoration of the Passion of Christ.Together with David Tebel Sprinz of 
Bamberg, we find the names of Jodenmeister Moshé of Halle, who also moved to Posnan just like his 
predecessor, and Shimon Katz, president of the rabbinical tribunal of Frankfurt am Main. It seems 
hardly accidental to me that none of the Ashkenazi rabbis -- from the most famous to the least well- 
known -- active in the German-origin Jewish communities of northern Italy is mentioned in the trial 
records; the only rabbis mentioned are ones whose activity was always carried on in Germany. 


The observation that neither Italian Jews nor Italian Jewish communities were ever accused of 
committing ritual child murders compelled the Trent judges to investigate this phenomenon in order to 
determine whether or not the Italian Jews were simply unaware of the custom or 
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rejected it as contrary to the principles of Judaism, in contrast to the Jews of Germanic origin. 

If he had been able to speak freely, Samuele, from the lofty height of his Hebraic doctrine of Ashkenazi 
origin, might have replied with ill-concealed scorn that Italian Jews were not authoritative because they 


were ignorant in terms of rabbinical culture, not very observant, and very careless about the observation 
of ritual standards (39). Instead, he restricted himself to admitting that Italian Jews did not possess this 


custom in their texts, nevertheless adding, immediately afterwards, that "it appeared in the texts of Jews 
from overseas", an intentionally inexact term, perhaps an allusion to the Judaism of Babylonia and, 
indirectly, to Ashkenazi ultramontane Judaism (40). 


On the other hand, even if we consider the confessions of Samuele and the other defendants to have been 
sincere and valid, and even accepting the realities of the dissemination of a ritual of this kind among the 
Jews of Medieval Germany, it appears beyond doubt that — as also emerges from the records of the Trent 
trials -- in the world of Ashkenazi Judaism, there were people who rejected this ritual, considering it in 
conflict with Jewish law. The persons responsible for the scandalous plural child murders at Endingen, 
in Alsace, in 1462, confessed that they had feared that any one of them might have revealed the details 
of the crime to the elders of the local Jewish community, knowing that the elders would have 
unhesitatingly reported them to the police authorities (41). 


Returning to the facts of the Trent case, [at least] according the confession of Samuele da Nuremberg, in 
the days preceding the Jewish Passover, the defendants are alleged to have instructed Maestro Tobias to 
meet two German Jewish travelers passing through Trent in those days to inquire whether they were 
prepared to agree to abduct a Christian boy and conceal him in Samuele’s house. But the two Ashkenazi 
Jews, David and Lazzaro "of Germany", decisively rejected the proposal, notwithstanding the fact that it 
was accompanied by an offer of the considerable sum of one hundred ducats. They had no intention of 
getting mixed up in matters of this kind. 


The words of the two travelers clearly reveal their capacity as emissaries from the Jewish communities 

of Germany, who were, as usual, invited to Italy every year, in the spring, to arrange for the purchase of 
cedars for the autumnal feast of the “Capanne” or “Frascate” [“‘little sheds” and “covered market stalls”; 
the Jewish Feast of the Autumn Harvest] (Sukkot). In general, the objective of these specialist wholesale 
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suppliers of ritual oranges for German Judaism was the Italian Riviera, particularly, San Remo. Lazzaro 
and David, on the other hand, were headed for Riva on the Lago di Garda, where they knew that what 
they were needed could be found in the green orchards surrounding that delightful body of water (42). 


Even the commemorative pamphlet on little Simon, who was now a saint, published in Rome one 
hundred years after his death, with the obvious intention of recalling the facts relating to his martyrdom 
through education and admonishment, found space to praise the noble act of these two Jews in 
denouncing a ritual which they found detestable, considering it a true and proper betrayal of Jewish 
teachings. The consideration that precisely a clearly hagiographic source, such as the Summary of the 
Life and Martyrdom of Saint Simon, Child of the City of Trent , a text which is moreover openly anti- 
Jewish, should preserve and translate their words in a sense of positive appreciation, constitutes grounds 
for reflection. If nothing else, it sounds like a confirmation of the existence of a general belief that 
Ashkenazi Judaism was anything but monolithic in this sense. 


"They (Lazzaro and David) prudently responded that they did not wish to commit similar follies and that 
they (with Moshe) wished them ill, because God did not command such things; on the contrary, He says, 
“Thou shalt not kill’, and that child murder was a new ceremony and against the law, which did not wish 
God’s followers to shed innocent blood, such as that of a child, just because the child was a Christian. 
And if they thought about these things properly, they would discover that they were entirely invented, 
because there was no basis for them in the texts. Apart from that, they said that it was not right for a Jew 
to eat blood, as these men wished to do, by kneading the unleavened bread with a certain amount of 
blood" (43). 


This same Giovanni da Feltre, the converted son of Shochat da Landshut, a person far from inclined to 
find anything justifiable in Jews and Judaism, had no difficulty in admitting that, in Germany, the ritual 
of blood of using the blood of Christian children in the ceremonies of the Jewish Passover was only 
practiced by fundamentalist orthodox Ashkenazi sects. The same Summary of the Life and Martyrdom of 
Saint Simon briefly reports the ex-Jew’s explicit notes in this regard. "The convert Giovanni said that not 
all the Jews do this; but that sometimes, out of contempt for Christ and in revenge for the tribulations 
which they suffer because of that same Christ, our Lord" (44). It goes without saying that the problem 
did not even exist among Italian Jews, the Sephardim, or oriental Jews, who made up the overwhelming 
majority 
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of the medieval Jewish world. But this majority was not always the most self-assertive, experiencing a 
serious inferiority complex compared to an Ashkenazi Judaism which considered itself the inimitable 
prototype of true religious orthodoxy (which was, moreover, created in its own image and resemblance) 
(45). Medieval Ashkenazi Judaism made up a hermetically sealed orthodoxy, which fed upon itself, 
confined by a myriad of minute ritualistic regulations, which they considered binding on all, the mere 
memorization of which constituted an arduous and almost impossible task. 


According to Samuele da Nuremberg, the blood ritual was a secret rite, the rules of which were only 
transmitted with due prudence and circumspection (46). The convert Giovanni da Feltre confirmed this 
(47). Entering into increasingly greater detail, Mosé da Wiirzburg recalled a presumed rabbinical 
recommendation to keep the rite a secret from women and girls not having yet reached their religious 
majority, i.e., any age less than thirteen, "because they are fatuous and incapable of keeping a 

secret" (48). The inferiority of women and minors on a religious level, in addition to idiots and lunatics, 
was contemplated by Jewish ritual law (halakhah), which discriminated between these categories while 
largely or completely exonerating them from compliance with the positive precepts of Jewish law. 


It is advisable at this point to mention the most significant text of anti-Christian polemics, the Toledot 
Yeshu (literally, "The Stories of Jesus"), or "The Jewish Counter-Gospel". This was a virulently 
defamatory biography of Jesus dating back to between the 4th and 8th century, disseminated first in 
Aramaic and later in Hebrew, in slightly different, or grossly divergent versions of the same text, written 
with the obvious intention of distorting the Christian religious identity by demolishing and ridiculing its 


memory. Systematic contempt for the figure of Christ and the Virgin Mary, described as a woman of 
easy virtue, formed the basis of a satirical and mocking tale, presented as a sort of side-show rivaling the 
Gospels themselves (49). 


It is not surprising that this classic of anti-Christian polemical writing found an attentive and highly 
satisfied readership among Jews all over the world, from the Islamic countries to Spain and Italy. It is 
even less surprising that the Jews of Germany adopted this text both enthusiastically and devoutly, as 
attested by the fact that almost all manuscripts of the Toledot Yeshu appear to have been written by 
Ashkenazi copyists, and that all of the translations of this text into Judeo-Hebraic dialect are in Yiddish. 
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In one Yiddish manuscript of the Toledot Yeshu, the scribe admonishes the reader to be cautious and 
practice the necessary circumspection. 


Hidden dangers lurking unexpectedly as a result of excessive trust, as well as of unjustifiable 
complacency. Women, children and the feeble-minded were to be kept at a safe distance, as well as 
overly curious and intriguing Christians. "This treatise should be transmitted orally, and should not be 
read in public; nor should it be read to women or children, all the less so to feeble-minded persons. Its 
reading in the presence of Christians who understand German should certainly be avoided (50). 


In another manuscript, also of German origin, containing the Toledot Yeshu together with other anti- 
Christian scripts, which I recently held in my hands personally, the warnings are even more explicit. The 
oral transmission of secret texts was energetically enjoined upon all readers to avoid serious hazards and 
to ward off the serious problems which might possibly originate in surrounding Christian society. 


"Ask thy elders, and they will tell thee’" (Deut. 32:7). This booklet contains a tradition transmitted 
orally, by one person to another; it may be put in writing but not printed, for reasons due to our bitter 
exile. Beware of reading this text before children and persons of scanty understanding, or all the more so 
before the uncircumcised who understand German. For this reason, he who is wise shall know how to 
understand and maintain silence, because these are unpropitious times. If he is able to keep silent, he 
shall receive mercy (from God); God’s just reward shall be upon him, and his work shall be before him. 
Publicizing this text is an extremely serious matter, and it cannot be revealed to all, because we can 
never know what tomorrow has in store for us and we can trust no one. I have written the text in 
intentionally allegorical and obscure language, because we have been selected the Chosen People and 
we are permitted (by God) to use mysterious imagery" (51). 


Mose da Wiirzburg certainly know which precedents to mention in describing the recommendation to 
avoid discussion of the counter-ritual of the Passion of Christ and the use of the blood of Christian 
children in the Passover celebrations among women, children and the feeble-minded, "who are unable to 
keep a secret". Among the Jews of Germany, these precautions were quite understandable. Their violent 
anti-Christian feelings and expressions, both ideological and ritualistic, in which these feelings found an 


outlet and a reflection necessarily had to be surrounded by a protective aura of secrecy and omerta 
[fatalistic manliness] because any indiscretion in this regard, either deliberately or through naiveté, could 
be the precursor of struggle and tragedy. 


NOTES TO CHAPTER TWELVE 


1. "In vigilia Pasce sui, dum pinsatur pasta de qua postea faciant azimas, paterfamilias accipit de 
sanguine dicti pueri Cristiani et de illo sanguine ponit paterfamilias in pasta dum pinsatur, et sic ponitur 
et plus et minus prout paterfamilias habeat multum de sanguine predicto; et quod si poneret tantum 
quantum est unum granum lentis, sufficit; et quod sic paterfamilias ponit dictum sanguinem in pasta, 
aliquando videntibus illis qui pinsant panem (sc. pastam) et aliquando non; et quod si illi qui pinsant 
panem (sc. pastam) sunt persone fide, paterfamilias ponit sanguinem videntibus illis qui pinsant, et si 
non sunt fide ponit secrete" [Approximately: “On the eve of their Passover, when they are kneading the 
dough for the unleavened bread, the head of the family takes the blood of a Christian child and places 
some of it in the dough which they are kneading, in greater or lesser quantities according to whether the 
head of the family had a lot of it or not; and that if he adds as much a single lentil, it is enough; and that 
thus the head of the family places the said blood in the dough, sometimes those kneading the dough see 
him do it and sometimes he does it in secrecy”’] (cfr. A. Esposito and D. Quaglioni, Processi contro gli 
ebrei di Trento, 1475-1478. I: I processi del 1475, Padova, 1990, pp. 251-252). 


2. "Et dicit quod (Iudei) accipiunt sanguinem pueri Cristiani et illum faciunt coagulare et deinde illum 
exiccant et de eo faciunt pulverem, quem pulverem postea ponunt singulis annis in pasta azimarum, quas 
faciunt in vigilia Paschae sui, quas azimas postea comedunt in die solemni, videlicet in die Paschae 
eorum" [“And he said that (the Jews) take the blood of Christian boys and allow it to coagulate and they 
dry it and make a powder of it, and place it in the dough of the unleavened bread every year, on the eve 
of their Passover, and eat it on the solemn day, namely, during their Passover’’] (cfr. ibidem, p. 318). 


3. "(ludei) ponunt (sanguinem) in azimis suis seu fugatiis, quas comedunt in festo Pasce sui" [“(The 
Jews) place (blood) in their unleavened bread, which they eat during their Passover feast’’] (cfr. ibidem, 
pp. 378-379). 


4. "Pater ipsius [...] de dicto sanguine ponebat in pasta, de qua pasta faciebat fugatias, et hoc ante festum 
Pasce eorum; quas fugatias ipsi Iudei postea comedebant in dicta die Pasce" [““The father [...] placed 
some of the blood in the dough, from which they make the unleavened bread, and does so before the 
Passover feast; which these Jews ate on Passover day”’] (cfr. ibidem, p. 125). 


5. Cfr. G. Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, Trent, 1902, vol. II, pp. 1-32. 


6. Wien, Osterr. Nationalbibl., Ms. 5360, cc. 186r-189v. Information and translation by D. Quaglioni. 


7. "(Iudei) de dicto sanguine accipiunt aliquam particulam et ponunt in pasta, de qua pasta postea faciunt 
fugatias azimas, et de quibus fugatiis agimis postea comedunt inter se in die solemni, videlicet in die 
Pasce" [““(The Jews) take a few particles of the blood and place it in the dough, from which they make 
their unleavened bread, and later they eat it amongst themselves on the solemn day, namely, on 
Passover’’] (cfr. Esposito and Quaglioni, Processi, cit., vol. I, p. 287). 


8. "(Iudei) ponunt illum sanguinem in eorum azimis et illum postea comedunt [...] in contemptum Iesu 
Cristi, quem Cristiani dicunt esse Deum suum; et quod ideo ponunt in eorum azimas sanguinem, quia 
posteaquam positus est sanguis in pasta, illam pastam pinsant et graminant, et deinde faciunt fugatias, 
quas fugatias postea punetant dicendo ista verba: Chen icheressu chol hoyveha. Que verba sonant in 
lingua Latina: "Cosi sya consumadi li nostri inimizi". Et postea dictas fugatias commedunt, que 
commestio fagatiarum cum sanguine significat quod ita corpus et virtus Iesu Cristi Dei Cristianorum ita 
penitus morte consumptum est et consumpta, sicut iste sanguis qui est in fugatiis ex commestione 
penitus consumitur" [Approximately: “(The Jews) place the blood in their unleavened bread and 
afterwards they eat it [...] in contempt of Jesus Christ, whom the Christians say is their God, and that the 
reason they put the blood in their unleavened bread, is because after the blood is placed in the dough, 
they knead the dough and shape it, and make their unleavened bread out of it, and they eat it, saying 
these words: Chen icheressu chol hoyveha, which means in Latin: ‘Thus may all our enemies be 
consumed’. And then they eat the unleavened bread, and in eating it with the blood in it, it means that 
the body and virtue of Jesus Christ the God of the Christians was thus punished by death and consumed, 
thus, the blood in the unleavened bread is thus consumed is consumed at a common meal”’ (cfr. ibidem, 
p. 293). For the Hebrew words which appear in the text, see [Benedetto Bonelli], Dissertazione 
apologetica sul martirio del beato Simone da Trento nell'anno MCCCCLXXV dagli ebrei ucciso, Trent, 
Gianbattista Parone, 1747, p. 145. 


9. Machazor le-Rosh Ha-Shanah ("Liturgical Form for the Jewish New Year"), Yehi razon shel Rosh Ha- 
Shanah ("New Year’s Wishes"), s.v. carti ("porro"). On the so-called "Haggadah del Capodanno 
ebraico" and its content, see A. Toaff, Mangiare alla giudia. La cucina ebraica in Italia dal 
Rinascimento all'eta moderna , Bologna, 2000, pp. 134-135. 


10. The depositions from Mose da Ansbach, "a young person nineteen years old", on this matter are 
reported in detail in Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento , cit., vol. lI, pp. 20-21. 


11. "In die Pasce ipsorum Iudeorum, ante cenam, unusquisque Iudeus paterfamilias accipit modicum de 
sanguine pueri Cristiani et illum ponit in uno ciato pieno vino, quem ciatum postea ponit super mensa, 
circa quem mensam omnes de dicta familia circumstant; et paterfamilias ponit digitum in ciato suo, in 
quo est commixtus sanguis pueri Cristiani, et deinde curo eodem digito balneato in vino aspergit totam 
mensam et ea omnia que super mensa sunt, dicendo certa verba Hebraica, per que in effectu 
commemorantur decem maledictiones quas Deus dedit Pharaoni et Egiptiis, quia nolebant dimittere 
populum Iudaicum; dicens quod posteaquam dictus paterfamilias dixit suprascripta verba, idem 
paterfamilias iungit hec alia verba: "lta imprecamur Deum quod similiter immittat predictas .X. 
maledictiones contra gentes, que sunt inimice fidei Iudeorum", intelligendo maxime contra 

Cristianos" [“On the Jewish Passover, before dinner, each Jewish head of a family takes a small quantity 


of the blood of a Christian child and places it in a glassful of wine, and they put the glassful of wine on 
the table, around which all members of the family are sitting; and the head of the family places his finger 
in his glass, containing the wine mixed with the blood of a Christian child, and then, after bathing his 
finger in it, he sprinkles the entire table around which the people are sitting, saying certain words in 
Hebre, by means of which they commemorate the ten curses which God inflicted on the Egyptians, who 
didn’t wish to release the Jewish people, after which each Jewish head of a family says the above words, 
after which he adds these words: "Thus we pray God that he may inflict ten similar curses against the 
peoples who are enemies of the Jewish people’, meaning, most of all, the Christians’’] (cfr. Esposito and 
Quaglioni, Processi, cit., vol. I, p. 356). 


12. "Pater ipsius [...] in die Pasce Iudeorum, ante cenam et etiam in die sequenti post Pascha ante cenam, 
accipiebat de dicto sanguine et de illo ponebat in ciato suo, in quo erat vinum, et deinde aspergebat 
mensam maledicendo fidem Cristianorum" [““Their father [...] on Passover, before dinner as well as 
before dinner the following day, takes some of the blood and puts it in his glass, containing wine, and 
sprinkles the table, cursing the Christian fait’’] (cfr. ibidem, p. 125). 


13. The brief text of the Haggadah is the following: "Con prodigi, questo é il sangue (zeh ha-dam), 
come é detto: "Faro prodigi in cielo e in terra" [““With miracles, this is the blood (zeh ha-dam), as it is 
said: ‘I will do miracles in the Heaven and Earth’’’] (cfr. R. Bonfil, Haggadah di Pesach, Milan, 1962, 
pp. 62-63). 


14. "Hoc fecerunt in memoriam unius ex .x. maledictiones quas dedit Deus Egyptiatiis quando 
retinebant populum Hebraicum in servitute et quod inter ceteras maledictiones Deus convertit omnem 
aquam terre Egypti in sanguinem"[“This they do in memory of the ten curses inflicted by God on the 
Egyptians when they held the Hebrews captive and that, among these multiple curses, God changed all 
the water of Egypt into blood”’] (cfr. Esposito and Quaglioni, Processi, cit., vol. I, p. 287). 


15. Israel Wolfgang's long and detailed report by is reproduced in Divina, Storia del beato Simone da 
Trento, cit., vol. II, pp. 16-19. 


16. Israele di Lazzaro managed the principal lending bank at Piacenza from 1449 until at least 1472 and 
was the treasurer of the Jewish community of the Duchy of Milan in the years 1453-1454. In 1479, he 
was still alive and represented the heirs of Benedetto da Como in the negotiations for renewal of the 
money lending permit in the city of Como (cfr. Sh. Simonsohn, The Jews in the Duchy of Milan, 
Jerusalem, 1982, vol. I, pp. 126, 131-133 etc.). 


17. On Lazzaro's deposition, cfr. Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, cit., vol. II, pp. 23-25. 


18. Cfr. ibidem, pp. 25-32, who presents an exhaustive exposition of the details of Mose Bamberg's long 
deposition. 


19. In this regard, see E. Carlebach, The Anti-Christian Element in Early Modern Yiddish Culture, in 


“Braun Lectures in the History of the Jews in Prussia”, Ramat Gan, Bar-ilan University, X (2003), 2003, 
p. 17. 


20. For the introduction of the term shegez, shekez (“cosa abominevole’’) [something abominable] to 
indicate the Christian children in Judeo-Italian dialect, see, among others, G. Cammeo, Studi dialettali, 
in “il Vessillo Israelitico”, LVI (1909), p.214; A. Milano, Glossario dei vocaboli e delle espressioni di 
origine ebraica in uso nel dialetto giudaico-romanesco , Florence, 1927, p. 254; V. Colorni, La parlata 
degli ebrei mantovani, in Id., Judaica Minora. Saggqi sulla storia dell'ebraismo italiano dall'antichita 
all'eta moderna, Milan, 1983, p. 614 (the author attempts to provide a less problematical and 
embarrassing connotation of the term, proposing that it be translated as “street urchin” or “little rascal, 
scamp’”’). 


21. Cfr. Giulio Morosini, Derekh Emunah. Via della fede mostrata agli ebrei, Roma, Propaganda Fide, 
1683, p. 157. 


22. “Tudei patresfamilie in festo Pasce ante cenam, accipiunt modicum de sanguine pueri Cristiani et de 
illo ponunt in suo ciato pieno vino, et cum eo aspergunt mensam” [“‘The head of the Jewish family, 
before the Passover dinner, takes a small quantity of the blood of a Christian child and places it in his 
glassful of wine, and sprinkles the table with it’’] (cfr. Esposito and Quaglioni, Processi, cit., vol. I, p. 
192). 


23. "Ita est de more, ut patresfamilias ponunt pulverem sanguinis Cristiani in dictis altimis in dicto 
tempore" [“‘It is their custom to place the blood of a Christian child in their unleavened bread at that 
time’’] (cfr. ibidem, p. 295). 


24. "Ipse non curavit habere sanguinem, quia non erat paterfamilias, quia soli patresfamilias sunt illi qui 
debent habere (sanguinem) et qui utuntur" [“He was not worried about obtaining any blood, because he 
was not the head of a family, because only the heads of families had to obtain it (blood) and possess it’’] 
(cfr. ibidem, p.358). 


25. Cfr. Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, cit., vol. I, pp. 25-30. 


26 On this argument and on the preeminent role of the head of the family in the celebration of the rites 
of Pesach in the Ashkenazi environment, see, in particular, Sh. Safrai and Z. Safrai, Haggadah of the 
Sages. The Passover Haggadah, Jerusalem, 1998, p. 106 (in Hebrew). 


27. "Sanguis pueri Cristiani est summe necessarius ipsis Iudeis, videlicet patribusfamilias ipsorum 
Tudeorum.Ft si esset aliquis pauper Iudeus, qui non possit haberi de sanguine, excusaretur" [““The blood 
of a Christian boy is absolutely necessary for these Jews, namely, the heads of Jewish families; anyone 
who cannot obtain blood, is excused”’] (cfr. Esposito and Quaglioni, Processi, cit., vol. I, p.356). 


28. Cfr. Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, cit., vol. II, pp. 22-23. La biografia di Shimon Katz, 


rabbino a Francoforte sul Meno dal 1462 al 1478 , is found in I.J. Yuval, Scholars in Their Time. The 
Religious Leadership of German Jewry in the Late Middle Ages, Jerusalem, 1984, pp. 135-148 (in 
Hebrew). 


29. Cfr. Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, cit., vol. II, pp. 26-27. 


30. "Secundum legem Moisi, precipiebatur ipsis Iudeis quod in die Pasce unusquisque paterfamilias 
acciperet de sanguine agni masculi sine macula, et de illo sanguine poneret super liminaribus hostiorum 
domorum suarum; et quod inter ipsos Iudeos est sublata illa consuetudo de accipiendo sanguinem dicti 
agni masculi sine macula, ut supra dixit, et in eius locum modo utuntur sanguine pueri Cristiani [...] et 
hoc faciunt et ita dicunt esse necessarium in pessimam commemorationem Iesu, Dei Cristianorum, qui 
fuit suspensus et qui fuit masculus et non femina, et qui vituperose et turpiter in cruce et in tormentis 
mortuus est" [““According to the laws of Moses, the Jews were commanded that each head of the family 
should take the blood of male sheep without fault and pain the lintels of their doorways with it, and that 
these Jews, having neglected this custom, of taking the blood of a male sheep without fault, as set forth 
above, instead, they use the blood of Christian boys [...] and they do this and say that this is necessary in 
bad memory of Jesus, the God of the Christians, who was hanged and who was a male and not a female, 
and who was shamefully and vilely hanged on the cross and died in torment’’] (cfr. Esposito and 
Quaglioni, Processi, cit., vol. I, p. 357). 


31. "Ila esio sanguinis Cristiani et quare ita illum comedunt in fugatiis [...] est commemoratio sanguinis 
quem Dominus dixit ad Moisem ut deberet spargere super liminaria hostiorum domorum Judeorum, 
quando ipsi Iudei erant in servitute Pharaonis" (cfr. ibidem, p. 186). 


32. "(Iudei) haberent sanguinem [...] in (malam) memoriam Iesu [...] in contemptum et vilipendium Iesu, 
Dei Cristianorum, dicens quod omni anno faciut memoriam dicte passionis [...]; ipsi Iudei faciunt 
memoriam diete passionis lesu omni anno, quia ponunt de sanguine pueri Cristiani omni anno in eorum 
azimis sive fugatiis" [Approximately: “(The Jews) obtain blood [...] in bad memory of Jesus [...] in 
contempt and outrage of Jesus, the God of the Christians, saying that every year, they perform a 
memorial of the said Passion [...]; these Jews perform a memorial of Jesus, because they place the blood 
of a Christian boy in their unleavened bread every year’’] (cfr. ibidem, p. 220). 


33. "Quod iam multis et multis annis (et aliter nescit dicere quot anni sint, nisi quod credere suo fuit 
antequam fides Cristiana esset in tanta potentia), quod Iudei sapientiores in partibus Babiloniae seu locis 
vicinis, ut dicitur, fecerunt consilium inter se, et ibi deliberatum fuit, quod saluti animarum ipsorum 
Tudeorum; et quod talis sanguis non poterat prodesse nisi extraheretur de puero Cristiano; et qui puer 
Cristianus, dum sic extraheretur sanguis, interficeretur ea forma qua fuit interfectus Iesus, quem 
Cristiani colunt pro Deo; et qui puer Cristianus debeat esse etatis annorum septem vel infra et quod non 
sit maioris etatis . VII. annis, sed potius sit minoris etatis; dicens quod si esset femina Cristiana non esset 
bona ad sacrificium suum, videlicet ad extrahendum sanguinem, et talis sanguis mulieris, licet minoris 
etatis .VII. annis, non esset bonus. Et ratio quia curo Iesus, quem nos Cristiani colimus pro Deo, fuerit 
crucifixus et in eius contemptum et vilipendium hoc faciant, conveniens putant ipsi Iudei quod ille a quo 


extrahant sanguinem debet esse masculus et non femina" [Approximately: “He said that many, many 
years ago (he didn’t know how many, but he believed that it was before the Christian faith became so 
powerful), the Jewish wise men in parts of Babylon or nearby, it is said, held a council and decided that 
the blood of Christian boys killed in this manner was good for the souls of the Jews, and that this blood 
could only be extracted from a Christian boy; and that the Christian boy, when his blood was extracted, 
had to be killed in the same manner as Jesus, whom the Christians claim is their God, and that the 
Christian boy must be seven years of age or less, and that he could not be older than seven, but that he 
could be younger, saying that if it was a woman it was no good for their sacrifice, i.e., to extract the 
blood, and that the blood of such a woman, even if she was less than seven years of age, was no good. 
And the reason for this is, that Jesus, whom the Christians claim is their God, was crucified and they do 
this in contempt and outrage against them, since these Jews think that the person from whom one 
extracts the blood"). 


34. "Quod apud ipsos Iudeos non reperitur scriptum, sed inter ipsos ita dicitur apud doctos et peritos in 
lege, et istud habetur ex successione memorie, et tenetur pro secreto inter ipsos Iudeos [...] et quod 
necesse est quod talis sanguis sit sanguis pueri Cristiani masculi et non femine, et qui non sit maioris 
etatis 7 annorum" [“That no text will be found among those Jews, but that it was said among those same 
Jews and experts in the law, and that they handed it down from generation to generation in memory, and 
it was kept secret among those Jews [...] and that it was necessary for this blood to be the blood of a 
Christian boy and not a girl, and that he could not be more than 7 years old’’] (cfr. ibidem, p. 357). 


35. "Quod omnes praedicti astantes posuerunt manum ad suffucandum illum, ponendo modo unus, modo 
alius manum, et quod omnes praedicti Judaei adjuverunt ad interficiensum, quia existimant omnes 
Hebraei quod ille multum promereatur apud Deum, qui adjuverat ad interficiendum aliquem puerum 
christianum" ["That all those present placed their hands on him to suffocate him, some of them placing 
one hand, some of them both hands, and that all the above mentioned Jews helped kill him, because they 
thought that all those Hebrews would be promoted before God who helped kill that Christian boy in any 
way]. Deposition of Isacco da Gridel del 28 Novembre 1475. Cfr. [Bonelli], Dissertazione apologetica, 
cit., p. 144. On this argument, see also Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, cit., vol. II, pp. 34-36. 
It should be noted that, according to the trial records, the defendants accused of the ritual murder at 
Valréas in 1247 claimed that they had performed the rite of crucifixion out of revenge against Jesus, 
responsible for the tragic exile of the Jewish people ("debebant eam crucifigere per illum prophetam, qui 
vocatur Jesus, per quem sunt in captivitate et in deffectu ipsius hec fecerunt") [“they must crucify him 
for the prophet whom they call Jesus, for whom they are in captivity and they did it because of that”’] 
and that the participants had placed their hands on the child ("quod omnes tetigerunt puellam causa 
venie") [‘‘and they all touched the child to obtain indulgence”’]. Cfr. M. Stern, Urkundliche Beitrdge 
liber die Stellung der Pdpste zu den Juden, Kiel, 1895, vol. II, p. 51. 


36. On these funeral rites, proper to German Judaism, see Hilkhot w-minhage' R. Shalom mi-Neustadt 
("Rules and Customs of rabbi Shalom of Wiener Neustadt"), by Sh. Spitzer, Jerusalem, 1997, p. 188; A. 
Unna, Miminhage' yahadut Ashkenaz ("Among the Customs of the Jews of Germany"), in A. Wassertil, 
Yalkut minhagim, Jerusalem, 1976, vol. II, p. 34. 


37. "Et dicit ipse Samuel se scire predicta et ea didicisse non quod legerit in scripturis suis, sed quia dici 
audivit et didicit a quodam preceptore Iudeo qui vocabatur magister David Spring, qui regebat scolas in 
Bamberg et in Nurremberg, sed quo preceptore ipse Samuel didicit iam .X XX. annis preteritis. Et dicit 
interrogatus, quod dictus magister David ivit postea in Poloniam et nescit an vivit vel sit mortuus" (cfr. 
Esposito and Quaglioni, Processi, cit., vol. I, p. 253). 


38. On the life and rabbinical activity of David Tebel Sprinz at Bamberg, Nuremberg and Poznan, see 
Germania Judaica, Tiibingen, 1987, vol. Il: 1350-1519, t. I, p. 76; vol. III, t. II, pp. 1014-1015; Yoseph 
b. Moshe, Leget yosher, by J. Freimann, Berlin, 1904, p. XXV, par. 30; Yuval, Scholars in Their Time, 
cit., pp. 369-377. 


39. Samuele in fact is said to have claimed that ignorant Ashkenazi were not aware of this custom either. 
Maestro Tobia da Magdeburg, as we have seen, although he was a physician, was not very well versed 
in Hebraic culture, seeking to persuade the inquisitors that he had become aware of the blood ritual only 
having come into contact, at Trent, with the same Samuele, with Mosé "the Old Man" da Wiirzburg and 
with Angelo da Verona. "Tobias [...] se numquam usum fuisse dicto sanguine nec unquam dici audivisse 
de dicto sanguine, nisi hiis diebus quibus Samuel, Moises et Angelus sibi dixerunt" (cfr. Esposito and 


Quaglioni, Processi, cit., vol. I, p. 318). 


40. "Et dicit quod ipsi Iudei Italici non habent istud in scripturis suis, sed bene dicitur quod de hoc est 
scriptura inter Iudeos qui sunt ultra mare" (cfr. ibidem, p. 251). 


41. On this argument, see K. von Amira, Das Endinger Judenspiel, Halle, 1883; R. Po-Chia Hsia, The 
Myth of Ritual Murder. Jews and Magic in Reformation Germany , New Haven (Conn.) - London, 1988, 
pp. 18-22. 


42. "(Lazarus et David de Alemania) responderunt se nolle intromittere in illa re, quia dicebant se esse 
impeditos ad faciendum alia, quia volebant ire in Riperiam territorii Brixiensis ad emendum de citronis, 
causa portandi illos in Alemaniam" [“(Lazarus and David of Germany) said they didn’t want to get 
mixed up in this business, because they said they were prevented from doing otherwise, because they 
wanted to go to Riva in the Brescian region and buy citrus fruit, to take it to Germany” (cfr. Esposito 
and Quaglioni, Processi, cit., vol. I; p. 242). Many Central European Jewish communities provided 
themselves with the palm (tulavim) and cedar (etroghim) leaves necessary for the celebration of the 
festivities of the Capanne (Sukkot), purchasing them at San Remo and on the Italian Riviera. The 1435 
statutes of San Remo provided for the sale of cedar and palm leaves to Jews, who were granted the 
option of choosing cedars in compliance with the ritual requirements, when the leaves were still attached 
to the trees (cfr. R. Urbani and G. Zazzu, Ebrei a Genova, Genoa, 1984, p. 22). Other destinations 
favored by these emissaries of the Ashkenazi Jewish communities responsible for purchasing the ritual 
cedar leaves, were Lago di Garda region, celebrated in the responses of rabbi Mordekhai Jaffe in the 
mid-16 century, followed by Puglia and the Florentine countryside (cfr. A. Toaff, I] vino e la carne. Una 
comunita ebraica nel Medioevo , Bologna, 1989, pp. 124,127, and soprattutto Sh. Schwarzfuchs, De 
Génes a Trieste. Le commerce millénaire des cédrats, in G. Todeschini and P.C. Ioly Zorattini, I] mondo 


ebraico. Gli ebrei tra Italia nord-orientale e Impero asburgico dal Medioevo all'Eta contemporanea, 
Pordenone, 1991, pp. 259-286). 


43. Ristretto della vita e martirio di S. Simone fanciullo della citta di Trento, Rome, Filippo Neri alle 
Muratte, 1594, pp. 9-10. 


44. Ibidem, pp. 26-27. 


45. In an important essay, Isadore Twersky (The Contribution of Italian Sages to Rabbinic Literature, in 
"Ttalia Judaica", I, 1983, p. 390) stresses "the sturdy, sometimes aggressive, Ashkenazi sentiment of 
allegiance which characterizes central and Eastern Europe at this time, where Ashkenazi origins are 
flaunted and the scrupulous rigidity of Ashkenazi precedent is held aloft’. 


46. "(Iudei) habent istud pro secreto, et unus narrat alteri ex successione, et aliter non reperitur scriptura 
inter ipsos Iudeos" [Approximately: “(The Jews) keep this a secret, and tell it from generation to 
generation, and that otherwise it was not written down among these Jews”’] (cfr. Esposito and Quaglioni, 
Processi, cit., vol. I, p. 251). 


47. "Et dicit quod alii Iudei similiter ita faciunt, prout ipse vidit fieri et audivit, dicens quod predicta 
fiunt secretissime inter ipsos" [“‘And he said that the other Jews did the same, just as he saw and heard it 
being done, saying that it was a big secret among them’ (cfr. ibidem, p. 125). 


48. "Secundum consilium doctorum Iudeorum dicitur quod mulieres nec masculi minores .XIII. annis 
non debent interesse quandodicti pueri interficiuntur, nec etiam illud debent scire, quia mulieres et 
minores tredecim annis sunt faciles et leves et nesciunt tenere secreta" (cfr. ibidem, pp. 357-358). 


49. In the vast bibliography relating to the Toledot Yeshu, see, in particular, S. Krauss, Das Leben Jesu 
nach judischen Quellen, Berlin, 1902; Hugh Schonfield, Toledot Yeshu According to the Hebrews, 
London, 1937; R.Di Segni, IJ Vangelo del Ghetto. Le "storie di Gesu": leggende e documenti della 
tradizione medievale ebraica , Roma, 1985; D. Biale, Counter-History and Jewish Polemics against 
Christianity. The "Sefer Toldot Jeshu" and the "Sefer Zerubavel" , in "Jewish Social Studies", VI (1999), 
pp. 130 ss.; Carlebach, The Anti-Christian Element in Early Modern Yiddish Culture , cit., pp. 8-17. 


50. Cfr. Krauss, Das Leben Jesu nach judischen Quellen, cit., pp. 10-11. 


51. The manuscript, a late copy of the Toledot Yeshu and other anti-Christian polemic writings, is in 
Hebrew and appears under the name of Ma'asé ha-Nozri ("The Truth About the Nazarene"). It appears 
to have been copied in Germany around 1740 on a somewhat older copy of the text. It was put up for 
sale at Jerusalem by the Judaica Jerusalem auction house on 5 January 2005. For a summary description 
of the text in English, see the auction catalogue (p. 58, n. 122). 


REVISION DATE SEPT. 14, 2007 
ROSH HOSHANA, NIGHTFALL (5768) 


Revised by the original translators, Feb. 2011 


p. 189] 
CHAPTER THIRTEEN 
TO DIE AND KILL FOR THE LOVE OF GOD 


In the late 14th century or early 15th century, a woman from Esztergom, in northern Hungary, wrote to the authoritative 
rabbi Shalom of Wiener Neustadt with an urgent and pathetic inquiry. Some years previously, in her native country, on 

a Sabbath day, the local Christians had assaulted the Jews, threatening to baptize their children by force. Seized by despair, 
the poor woman, to prevent her children from forced conversion, seized a knife and piously killed them. She then fled, 
taking refuge in Poland. But she was now seized by remorse and was turning to the learned rabbi to find out how to expiate 
her guilt and earn God’s pardon. Shalom of Wiener Neustadt had no hesitations of his kind and promptly reassured the 
woman that, in this kind of tragic situation, the Jewish mother had acted for the better and in an appropriate manner, and 
was did not therefore deserve to be punished in any way (1). 


Years before, in April 1265, when the Christians assaulted the Jewish district of Coblenz, in the Lower Rhineland, a 
Jew, fearing his family might be baptized by force, decided to kill his wife and four children, cutting their throats with a 
knife (2). He then turned to Rabbi Meir da Rothenburg, one of the greatest authorities of Ashkenazi Judaism, asking if 
he should do penitence for that cruel action. 


"Suicide for the sanctification of God is certainly permitted”, replied the rabbi, “while, as regards the killing of other 
persons for the same reason, one must search for and find evidence in the texts. Any action of this type has been 
considered acceptable and even permissible for some time. We have personally learned and verified as true the fact that 
many illustrious Jews have killed their own children and wives (under similar conditions)” (3). 
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The fact that the mother from Esztergom and the father from Coblenz questioned the rabbi at all, asking what type 

of repentance was required, under Jewish law, for persons guilty of killing their own children to protect them from 
baptism, thus sacrificing them for the love of God, is a clear indication of a fear on their part that such actions might be 
quite incompatible with the dictates of the halakah, the ritual laws of Judaism. This fear, or if one prefers, this sense 

of uncertainty, must have been rather widespread among the Jewish populations of the German territories, as well as 
among their rabbis, as in the case of Meir da Rothenburg, since, rather than justify such behavior on the basis of Jewish 
law, they preferred to recall illustrious precedents, which had, in effect, rendered these actions permissible by adoption. 
The call to suicide and mass child murder, as well as to examples of collective martyrdom, such as that of Coblenz in 
1096, was indirect, but nevertheless obvious. 


In fact, the phenomenon of martyrdom among German Jews at the time of the First Crusade had no significant precedents 

in Judaism capable of explaining and justifying the phenomenon. Jewish chronicles written subsequent to those 

events, intended to describe the behavior of the Jews of the communities of the Valley of the Rhine in these situations, 
offered no excuse at all, nor did they appear to feel the need for justification of any kind. Under such tragic and 

exceptional circumstances, the choice to act contrary to the innate instinct to survive, and to love and care for one's 

children, was irrational, spontaneous and unpremeditated. The rational dictates of Jewish law could have no influence in such 
a situation (4). 


German Jews were terrorized by the possibility of forceful conversion to Christianity. They were even more frightened of 
the possibility, which became a tragic reality in many cases, of seeing their own children violently dragged to the 
baptismal font. With obsessive insistence, the German Jewish communities, until the end of the beginning of the 
Crusades, addressed repeated and often useless appeals to their rulers so that their children might be protected from 
forced baptism (5). Supplications to this effect are said to have been repeated over the following centuries, wherever there 
were Jewish nuclei of German origin, even in the regions of Northern Italy, becoming one of the distinctive features 

of Ashkenazi conduct (6). 


To the teachers who killed their pupils, the mothers who cut the throats of their children, the fathers who killed their wives 
and children, conversion to Christianity represented a repellent and abhorrent eventuality. From their earliest childhood, 
the Jews 
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of the Franco-German territories had been taught to view the Christian faith as a despicable religion, barbarous and 
idolatrous, dedicated to the worship of images and holy cadavers. Baptism and the forced conversion of the Chosen People 
to the religion of their cruel and ignorant persecutors was surely the quickest passport to a base and corrupt life, deserving 
the severest divine punishment in both this world and the next. Death, death without hesitation of any kind, was to 

be considered a beneficial and desirable alternative (7). 


In view of the intolerable menace hanging over the souls of the tender infants, born to be brought up in the love of the 

True God and according to His sacred dictates, yet fated to be immersed against their will in the contagious waters of 
baptism, the lethal blade was the sole adequate response. The blood shed by these innocent children, put to death for the love 
of God, was said to have served to bring forward the time of redemption. Their sacrifice, like that of the uncontaminated 
lambs offered as a holocaust on the altar of the Temple, was thought to help arouse Divine vengeance against their 
idolatrous persecutors. This vengeance was to be consummated from on High, in the Heavens, but needed to be prepared 

on Earth. God’s vengeance, and that of the fathers and mothers, compelled to shed the precious blood of their children by 
the extreme arrogance of the Christians (8). 


Sometimes the synagogue was destined to be chosen as the favorite location for the sacrifice of these children and 

the sanctification of God’s name. The place of prayer conferred solemnity and rituality upon the drama being performed. 
The Holy Ark with the rolls of the Law (Aron ha-kodesh ), the pulpit, also called the almemor (or himah or tehah in 
Hebrew) (9), the benches upon which the faithful were accustomed to sit, were all bathed in the blood of the 
uncontaminated victims, while laments combined with invocations, litanies and imprecations, opening the way to Heaven. 
The sacred nature of the Temple failed to slow the arm of those who rose up to immolate, nor did the act reek of 
sacrilege. Quite the contrary, these surroundings constituted the most appropriate theatre for this act of sublime 
martyrdom. The story of Isacco, son of David, sacristan (parnas) of the synagogue at Magonza, who committed suicide 
during the first Crusade killing his children and mother and setting fire to the place of prayer, seems illuminating in this 
regard (10). 


In those days, the great majority of the Jewish population of Magonza, after uselessly seeking refuge in the bishop’s 
palace, met death in an indiscriminate massacre. Few of their lives were spared. Among them, Isacco, the 
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sacristan of the synagogue, had personally been compelled to accept conversion to Christianity. But after a few days, the 


poor convert, assailed by remorse and repentance, dreamed up a delirious ritual of expiation based on a series of 
human sacrifices intended to move the Eternal to vengeance in a bath of blood. 


First of all, Isaac, seized by fervent hallucinations, put his mother to death, burning her alive in her house. He then dragged 
his children, "not yet of an age capable of discerning good from evil" into the synagogue. Here, on the pulpit, the 

almemor, before the Ark containing the rolls of the Law, with his own hands, he slaughtered them all, one by one, offering 

a sacrifice to God. "And as the blood of the unhappy children spurted from their mortal wounds, painting the door-posts of 
the Ark of the Law, the sacristan devoutly recited: "May this blood serve as an expiration for all my sins". 

Immediately afterwards, he set fire to the synagogue, running from one side of the hall to another, his hands raised to Heaven 
in an act of prayer, his chanting voice clearly audible outside the holy sanctuary. And among the flames, before the holy 
Ark, the miserable Isacco finally found the death he so desired (11). 


A psychopath? A lunatic suffering from homicidal religious fits of insanity? A poor soul driven mad by desperation and 
seized by a self-destructive mania? A madman and masochistic fanatic? The anonymous author who reports this tragic tale 
has absolutely no doubt at all of this kind: Isacco was a "wholesome and upright person, pious, merciful, and God-fearing". 
His behavior deserved to be pointed out as an example to later generations, and all types of censure in this case were to 

be considered absolutely unjustified and inopportune. Isacco had decided to sacrifice his own children on the almemor, 
before the Ark of the Law, the holiest place in the synagogue, according to a ritual, recalling, on the one hand, the 
holocaust offered on the altar of the Temple of Jerusalem, and, on the other hand, the Biblical sacrifice of Isaac, 

which, according to the Midrash, had actually been carried out. The grisly example of the pious sacristan of Magonza 
appeared to inspire enthusiastic and zealous imitators. The synagogue was thus transformed, in time, itself into a sort of 
sacred slaughterhouse, in which, among moans and prayers, the blood of the women and children, sacrificed for the love 

of God, gushed forth in torrents: Holy Ark, pulpit, women’s gallery, benches and steps were all stained red, as was the altar 
of the Temple. 
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6. Il bagno di sangue del faraone, xilografia dalla Haggadah di Pasqua, Venezia, Giovanni De Gara, 1609. 


6. The Pharaoh's Bath of Blood, woodcut from the Haggadah of Passover, Venice, Giovanni De Gara, 1609 
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6. Martirio di Simonine ed ebret con gli occhiali, incisione su legno, Italia settentrionale 1475-83 


(da A.M. Hind, Early Italian Engraving, I, New York - London, 1938, tav. 74). 


16. Martyrdom of Simonino and Jews with Eyeglasses, woodcut, Northern Italy 1475-85 (from A.M. Hind, Early 
Italian Engraving, II, New York-London, 1938, table 74 


\7. Circoncisione, miniatura dalla Miscellanea Rothschild, Venezia (?), 1475, Gerusa- 
lemme, Musco Bezalel. 


17. Circumcision, miniature from the Rotschild Miscellanea, Venice (?), 1475, Jerusalem, Bazelel Museum. 


18. Circumcision of Christ, Salzburg, circa 1440 (from H. Schreckenberg, The Jews in Christian Art, Gottingen, 1996, p. 144). 
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18. Circoncisione di Cristo, Salisburgo, 1440 ca. (da H. Schreckenberg, The Jews in Christian Art, Gottinger 
1996, p. 144) 


19. Circumcision of Christ, altar piece, circa 1450, Nuremberg, Liebfraukirche. 


rt li Simonino, temper av - XV sec., Gerusalemme, Museo Israel. 
20. Gandolfino da Roreto d’ Asti, Martirio at Simonino, tempera su tavola, fine XV sec., G 


20. Gandolfino da Roreto d'Asti, Martyrdom of Simonino, tempera on wood, end of 15th century, Jerusalem, Israel Museum 


21. Scuola altoatesina, Martirio di Simonino, prima meta XVI sec., Trento, Museo provinciale d’arte. 


21. Altoatesina School, Martyrdom of Simonino, first half of 16th century, Trent, Provincial Museum of Art 


22. Loratorio degli ebrei tedeschi con I’«almemor», miniatura dalla Miscellanea Rothschild, Venezia (?), 1475 
Gerusalemme, Museo Bezalel. 


22. Oratory of German Jews with the "almemor", miniature from the Rothschild Miscellanea, Venice (?), 1475, 
Jerusalem, Bezalel Museum. 
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At Vienna in 1421, during that city’s violent riots against the Jews, accused of favoring and supporting the Hussites, the 
rabbi Natan Eger visited all the local Jewish boys in their own homes, and instructed their mothers to slaughter them 
without remorse if the Christians attempted to baptize them en masse. One Yiddish chronicle reports that, on that occasion, 
the Jewish community gathered a great number of children together in the synagogue to prevent their forced conversion, 
as vehemently demanded by an apostate. 


"The Jews of the community at this point began to cry in a loud voice: 'Alas, (the Christians), may God forbid, intend 
to contaminate our children, holy and immaculate’. They therefore deliberated to deprive them of their lives in order to 
sanctify the name of God the Blessed. 


They drew lots and selected the pious rabbi Jonah Ha-Cohen, who was responsible for putting the decision into action. 
This happened during the Festival of the Capanne (Sukkot). 


"While the entire community murmured the formula of the call to repentance in a low voice, turning from one to another, 
the rabbi placed himself in front of the Ark containing the rolls of the Law, and cut the throats of all the children, one after 
the other. This occurred in the great hall, intended for men’s prayers. The women were also slaughtered, one by one, in 

the antechamber of the synagogue, intended for them, and this to sanctify the name of God. The last women waiting to 

be sacrificed tumed to Jonah, the rabbi, asking him to butcher her (without entering the women's hall, but) causing his arm 
to pass through the grid, which separated the two halls. Then Johan the rabbi, having no more strength to kill himself, 
removed the rafters in the synagogue, made a stack of them, and poured oil on them, asking God to pardon him for that 
which he had done to save their souls. Finally, he curled up on the almemor, setting fire to them from on top, and met death 
in the midst of the flames" (12). 


The blood of the sacrifice, far from contaminating the place, was to serve as an irresistible call to God, exhorting Him 
to implacable vengeance against His enemies and those of the Chosen People, as the necessary preamble to the much- 
desired Messianic redemption. The blood of the innocent children, shed in the synagogue "in sanctification of the name 
of God”, or "as a sign of contempt and abomination of the heretical crucifix", therefore served the same function, or, 
more exactly, served as two symbolic and successive phases of the very same process towards final redemption. 


The depositions of the defendants in the Trent trial were all in agreement as to the fact that the murder of little Simon was 


said to have been committed on Friday, inside the synagogue, located in the dwelling of Samuele da Nuremberg, and, 
more exactly, in the antechamber of the hall in which the men gathered in prayer. This area, which was separate 
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from the synagogue, properly speaking, by a door, was intended for women’s prayers, since there was no women’s gallery. 
The door, however, remained half-ajar; during the Sabbath liturgy, the women peeped in while the rolls of the Law were 
raised and exhibited by the person officiating at the almemor, before the reading of the weekly fragment of the Penteuch. 
On that occasion, the women placed their fingers to their lips and blew kisses in the direction of the rolls, open and placed 
on show. There, as the physician Tobias da Magdeburg informed the judges, "according to their customs the women gather 
in the antechamber of the synagogue and come forward at the door, when the (rolls with) the precepts of Moses were 
raised, which happens every Sabbath based on their rites" (13). 


Simon’s crucifixion was alleged to have been committed on a bench located in the so-called "women's synagogue". The 
boy’s body, now lifeless, was then alleged to have been removed to the central hall of the synagogue and placed on 

the almemor for the ceremonies of the Sabbath. Tobias confirmed that, during the Sabbath liturgy, "he had seen the boy’s 
body stretched out on the almemor, which is a table in the middle of the synagogue, on which they place books" (14). 
Angelo da Verona stated that "almemor is a Hebrew term equivalent in Latin 'seat of prayer’; in fact, the almemor is the 
table upon which they place the five books of Moses and is located in the midst of the School. The child’s body lay supine 
on the alememor (during the offices of the Sabbath)" (15). 


The body was wrapped in a mappah (wimple) of variegated silk and embroidery, a fine cloth the size of a hand towel used 
to cover the rolls of the Law after the reading (16). 


Israel Wolfgang testified before the Inquisitors of Trent in relation to the ritual child murder of Regensburg of 1467, at 
which he had personally participated, according to his own statement. In this case as well, the monumental ritual was alleged 
to have been committed in the antechamber of the synagogue; later, the body of the victim was said to have been 

transferred into the prayer room and placed in the almemor , so that the faithful might in some way participate in the 
significant ceremony (17). 


Probably in an attempt to detract from the overly obvious anti-Christian connotations of the ritual of the child’s 
crucifixion, Angelo da Verona transformed it into an emblematic commemoration of the epic tale of the exodus from 
Egypt, explicitly linking it to the celebration of the Pesach. The wound inflicted on the victim’s jaw was said to have 
been required to recall Moses’ useless appeals to the Pharaoh 


p. 195] 


to free the people of Israel from the land in which they were being held prisoner. The wound on the tibia was said to have 
been a symbolic reference to the Egyptian army’s pursuit of the Jews in flight towards the Red Sea, and the terror 

and desperation with which the Jews were allegedly inflicted in those days. The amputation of the foreskin was said to 
have possessed an even more obvious commemorative function, recalling the mass circumcision of the Jewish people for 
the first time when they were about to leave Egypt, at God’s command (18). The punctures in the victim’s body were said 
to have been inflicted to be taken as a symbol of the physical punctures inflicted by God upon the Egyptians, cruelly 
punished and suffering from a variety plagues (19). 


Nevertheless, Angelo da Verona’s elaborate explanations, obviously intended to link the rite to the Biblical events celebrated 


in the Jewish Passover, hardly appear convincing. The defendants’ depositions actually provide obvious indications of 
the obvious intention to transform the child’s crucifixion into a symbolic commemoration of the Passion of Christ, referred 
to contemptuously as Tolle Iesse mina (= Talui, Ieshu ha-min), i.e., "the hanged one, Jesus the heretic" (20). 


In effect, the so-called “Jewish formulae”, which were said to have been pronounced on that occasion, cannot be dismissed 
as the mere expression of a mysterious, imaginary language, intended to confer Satanic connotations upon the cruel tale 

of ritual murder to satisfy the wishes of the inquisitors (21). With some effort, due to the crude transliteration by Italian 
notaries of long and complicated phrases spoken in Ashkenazi Hebrew with a thick German accent, the formulae can 

be reconstructed rather satisfactorily, revealing their markedly anti- Christian tenor. 


For example, the phrase in Hebrew recorded by Samuele of Nuremberg (lu herpo, lu colan, lu tolle Yesse cho gihein col 

son heno) and translated by Samuele as: "In contempt and shame of the hanged Jesus, and thus may it happen to all 

our enemies", is only apparently incomprehensible, due to inevitable errors of transcription by the notary. The phrase should 
in fact be reconstructed as "Je-cherpah, li-klimah la-talui Yeshu, cach (or coh) ihye' le-col soneenu , in the 

German pronunciation (and therefore herpoh instead of herpah), precisely the same significance as attributed to it by 
Samuele, who had a good knowledge of Hebrew (22). 


Mosé da Wiirzburg "the Old Man", reported that the rite, some of those present recited a Hebrew formula which meant: 
"Thou shalt be martyred as Jesus, the hanged God of the Christians, was martyred: 
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and thus may it happen to all our enemies". At this point, all persons present responded in unison: "Amen". The actual 
phrase, in mangled Hebrew, is as follows: "Hato nisi assarto fenidecarto cho Iesse attoloy le fuoscho folislimo cho 

Iesso" (23). In view of the fact that the Hebrew was rendered according to the Ashkenazi pronunciation, the invective should 
be reconstructed as follows, leaving little room for doubt: 


Atta nizlvata we-nikarta ke-Ieshu ha-talui le-boshet we-li-klima " (35th Psalm, 26), ke-Ieshu, which, literally translated, 
would sound like: 


"You have been crucified and pierced like ‘Jesus the Hanged’, in ignominy and shame, like Jesus" (24). 


For the participants in the ritual, the Christian child seems to have lost his identity (if he ever had any in their eyes) and 
had actually been transformed into Jesus the "crucified and hanged". So many Jewish boys baptized by force in Christ’s 
name in the German territories, beginning with the Crusades; so many others slaughtered by their fathers and mothers to 
avoid that holy abuse of power, bathing the almemor and the steps of the Ark with the rolls of the Law in the synagogue 
with their innocent blood -- now, in turn, those who considered themselves the descendents of the victims of forced 
baptism imagined that a cruel but holy representation of the memorial of the Passion was capable of redeeming the 
descendants from their unforgettable trauma, with the God of redemption, severe and pious, capable of vengeance and 
pardon, involved and satisfied, as a privileged witness. 
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vidit dicta die, de sero, tempore quo dicebantur offitia in eorum sinagoga" [“that they saw it (the body) that Sabbath, in 

the morning, in the synagogue, on the almemor, and that ti was covered with a cloth of various colors, and they also saw it 
that day, in the evening, when they have their religious services”] (cfr. ibidem, p. 220). Samuele da Nuremberg confirmed 
that "dictum corpus pueri erat coopertum una tovalea, qua tovalea solent uti super suo altari [...] et post coperto dicto corpore 
et illo stante in almemore, venerunt omnes alii Iudei in sinagogam et ibi dixerunt offitia sua" (cfr. ibidem, p. 248). 


17. "Corpus illud fuit portatum [...] in quadam cameram contiguam Synagogae et illud corpus posuit in quadam capsam. 

Et dicit quod mane sequenti venerunt plures alii Judaei ad videndum dictum corpus et in qua die sequenti de sero idem 
corpus fuit sublatum de capsa et portatum in Synagogam praedictam [...] corpore stante extenso super Almemore" [““The 
body was taken [...] into the chamber adjacent to the synagogue and placed on the chest. And he said that in the 

morning several other Jews came and saw the body and that on the following day the body was taken from the chest and 
taken into the synagogue [..] and placed on the almemor’’] (cfr. [Benedetto Bonelli], Dissertazione apologetica sul martirio 
del beatoSimone da Trento nell'anno MCCCCLXXV dagli ebrei ucciso, Trento, Gianbattista Parone, 1747, p. 141). 


18. The circumcision of the Jews on the occasion of the exodus from Egypt, when they are said to have complied with 
this precept for the first time, is mentioned in the Midrash: Shemot Rabbah 17,3-5; 19,5; Ruth Rabbah 6; Shir ha- 
shirim Rabbah 1,35; 5; Tanchumah 55, 4; Pesiktah de-Rav IV: Kazhanah 63,27. 


19. "Interrogatus quod dicat quid importat aut significat illud vulnus quod factum fuit puero in maxilla dextra, respondit 
quod hoc significat quod Moyses per os suum pluries dixit Pharaoni quod debere dimittere populum suum Israheliticum; 
et quod vulnus quod habebat puer in tibia dextra, fit ad significationem quod Pharao et populus Egiptiacus, qui 
persequebantur ipsos ludeos, quod in eorum itineribus fuerunt infelices; et quod vulnus quod habebat puer in virga 
significat circumcisionem eorum et quod punctiones que fiunt per corpus pueri significant quod populus Egiptiacus in 
omni parte corporis sui fuit percussus" [“When asked the meaning of the injury to the boy’s right jaw, he answered that 
this meant that the laws of Moses told the Pharaoh orally several times to let the Israelites go; and that the injury to the 
boy’s right shinbone meant that the Pharaoh and the people of Egypt, who were persecuting the Jews, who were unhappy 
in their wanderings, and that the injury to his penis referred to their circumcision and that the puncture wounds to the 
boy’s body meant that the people of Egypt were inflicted with suffering in all parts of their body”] (cfr. Esposito and 
Quaglioni, Processi, cit., vol. I, p. 291). 


20. Bonaventura (Seligman) di Mohar, Mosé da Wiirzburg’s young nephew, maintained that he had heard those present at 
the rite pronounce the words Tolle, Iesse mina, "que verba ipse Bonaventura nescit quid important" (cfr. ibidem, p. 157). 
Israel Wolfgang (and his statement in this regard was confirmed by Joav da Ansbach, Tobias the physician’s servant) had, 
on that same occasion, heard the same words Tolle, lesse mina from the mouth of Mosé "the Old Man" da Wiirzburg. At 
this, Bishop Hinderbach noted in the margin: "verba enim praedicta significant tantum "suspensus" Jesus 

hereticus" ([“the aforesaid words mean as much as ‘the hanged one’, Jesus the heretic”’], cfr. [Bonelli], 

Dissertazione apologetica, cit., pp. 149-151). For his part, Bonaventura (Seligman), Samuele da Nuremberg’s cook, 
recalled that he had heard the words memmholzdem talui, perhaps a distorted rendering of the Hebrew mamzer talui, 

"the hanged bastard" (cfr. Esposito and Quaglioni, Processi, cit., vol. 1, p. 138). 


21. Anna Esposito maintains in this regard that the phrases "reproducing the curses of the Jews against the 

Christians, sometimes rendered in transliterated Hebrew, more often in a sort of pseudo-Hebrew, and then translated into 
Latin, and often into Italian as well" were intended to "augment, through the introduction of words in an obscure 

foreign language, the sensation of mystery and fear which were already, by the very nature of things, afflicting the 

Hebraic world". The insertion of such phrases in fact "seems to have been effected precisely to confirm, first of all, in 

all readers of the trial records, the impression of an obscure Satanic rite smelling of witchcraft" (cfr. Esposito and 
Quaglioni, Processi, cit., vol. I, pp. 70-71). For a similar opinion, see D. Quaglioni, Propaganda antiebraica e polemiche 
di Curia, in M. Miglio, F. Niutta, C. Ranieri and D. Quaglioni, Un pontificato ed una cittd. Sisto IV (1471-1484), Atti 

del Convegno, Roma, 2-7 December 1984, Citta del Vaticano, 1988, p. 256. W.P. Eckert (Motivi superstiziosi nel processo 
agli ebrei di Trento, in I. Rogger and M. Bellabarba, II principe vescovo Johannes Hinderbach, 1465-1486, fra tardo 
Medioevo e Umanesimo , Atti del Convegno held by the Biblioteca Comunale di Trento, 2-6 October 1989, Bologna, 1992, 
p. 393) states that "the Jews had to be made to look ridiculous because ridicule produces a lethal effect" and that, to attain 
this objective, the Trent judges demanded "an exact explanation of incomprehensible Jewish terms”. 


22. "Dicebant hec verba in Hebraico, videlicet: Lu herpo, lu colan, lu tolle Yesse cho gihein col son heno; que verba 
significant: "In vituperium et verecundiam [translation error for “vilipendium”’] illius suspensi lesu, et ita fiat omnibus 
inimicis nostris", intelligendo de Cristianis" [“He said these words in Hebrew, that is, Lu herpo, lu colan, lu tolle Yesse 
cho gihein col son heno, which means, ‘In insults and contempt for the hanged Jesus, and may this be done to all our 
enemies’, meaning the Christians”’] (cfr. [Bonelli], Dissertazione apologetica, p. 149; Esposito and Quaglioni, Processi, 
cit., vol. I, p. 247). In the breadth of anti-Christian Jewish literature, it should be noted that Yannai, for example, poet 
and composer of liturgical songs, who lived in Palestine in approximately the 5th century, was the author of an 


invective against the believers in Christ to be read during the prayers of Yom Kippur, the solemn fast of expiation. 

His concluding words were: "may they (the Christians) be covered with ignominy, contempt and shame (bushah, cherpah 
w-klimah). Cfr. A. Shanan, Oto ha-ish. Jesus through Jewish Eyes, Tel Aviv, 1999, pp. 47-50 (in Hebrew). On the image 
of Jesus in anti-Christian literature, in which He is referred to as talui ("the hanged one"), mamzer ("the bastard"), min 
(the heretic"), see, among others, M. Goldstein, Jesus in the Jewish Tradition, New York, 1950; T. Walker, Jewish Views 
of Jesus, London, 1974; W. Jacob, Christianity through Jewish Eyes, Cincinnati (O.), 1974; T. Weiss-Rosmarin, 

Jewish Expressions on Jesus, New York, 1997. 


23. "Et aliqui ex suprascriptis dicebant hec verba Hebraica, videlicet: Hatto nisi assarto fenidecarto cho lesse attoloy le 
fuoscho folislimo cho lesso, que verba significant: "Tu martirigaris sicut fuit martirizatus et consumptus lesus 

Deus Cristianorum suspensus, et ita fieri possit omnibus nostris inimicis" [“And all the above mentioned persons said 

these Hebrew words: Hatto nisi assarto fenidecarto cho lesse attoloy le fuoscho folislimo cho lesso, which means : “You will 
be tortured to death and eaten as was Jesus Christ of the Christians the hanged one, and thus may it be with all our 

enemies” (cfr. [Bonelli], Dissertazione apologetica, cit., p. 149; Esposito and Quaglioni, Processi, cit., vol. I, p. 354). 


24. In Hebrew pronounced the German way, the phrase sounds like this: Atto nizfavto fenidecarto co-Iesho hattoloy ecc. 


"Jesus crucified and pierced", as an expression of offensive meanings, is found in numerous anti-Christian 
Hebraic compositions, widespread in medieval Ashkenazi Judaism (cfr. Shanan, Gto ha-ish. Jesus through Jewish Eyes, cit., 


p. 61). 
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CHAPTER FOURTEEN 
"DOING THE FIG": OBSCENE RITUALS AND GESTURES 


Lazzaro, Angelo da Verona’s servant, recalled that, as an introduction to the contemptuous 
commemoration of Christ’s Passion, enacted upon the body of the infant Simon, the zealous Samuele da 
Nuremberg had intended to prepare and incite those present with a mocking sermon ridiculing the 
Christian faith. In the improvised sermon, Jesus was described as being born of adultery, while Mary, a 
woman of notoriously easy morals, was said to have been impregnated during her menstrual period, 
against all the rules of propriety and custom (1). 


While the whole theme of Jesus’s adulterous generation was not at all new, this was not because of any 
claim that the Virgin was impregnated during her menstrual period. In fact, this only appeared in a few 
versions of the Toledot Yeshu - the so-called "Hebraic counter- Gospels", written in the German- 
speaking territories between the 15th and 16th centuries. Samuele’s reference to the anti-Christian text 
containing the accusation that Christ was "a bastard conceived by an impure woman" (mamzer ben ha- 
niddah) was therefore chronologically somewhat premature and doubtlessly characteristic of the 
intolerant climate of a certain section of late medieval Ashkenazi Judaism (2). It is inconceivable to 
imagine that the naive Lazzaro da Serravalle should have given free rein to his fantasy by inventing the 
anti-Christian thematic details contained in Samuele’s sermon. It is even less plausible to imagine that 
the Trent judges and inquisitors might have been expert connoisseurs of the various texts of the Toledot 
Yeshu. 


A few years later, in 1488, the Jews of the Duchy of Milan, on trial for contempt of the Christian 
religion, were asked by the judges whether or not they actually referred to Jesus as a bastard and the son 
of a menstruating woman. In particular, they demanded whether any expressions of this kind, which 
originated in the texts of the Toledot Yeshu, appeared in a liturgical composition beginning with the 
words "ani, ani ha-medabber ("It is I, I who speak..."), and in the form of the secondary feasts 
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of the German rite (3). Many of the defendants responded in the affirmative and admitted that, in that 
prayer, Jesus was indeed referred to as having been "born of a woman having her menstrual period", and 
"born of a polluted woman, that is, one who was menstruating”. In fact, the oldest versions of the 
Ashkenazi handbook of prayers for ceremonial solemnities contains a commemorative elegy for the 
martyrs, massacre victims and suicides in sanctification of God’s name, entitled ani, ani ha-medabber, 
"Tt is I, I who speak....", attributed to Rabbi Efraim di Isacco da Regensburg, and intended for recital 
during the Fast of Expiation (Kippur). The elegy contains an explicit reference to Jesus as "conceived of 
a menstruating woman", in conformity with a motif which was widespread in the German versions of 


the Toledot Yeshu (4). 


Not surprisingly, this line of invective rapidly gained ground in the world of Ashkenazi Judaism, both in 
Germany and in the more or less recently settled regions of sub-Alpine Italy. 


Elena was the widow of Raffaele Fritschke, analogous to the German family name Fridman, rendered 
into Italian as Freschi or Frigiis (3). 


Her husband, a famous physician and rabbi from Austria or Bohemia, had become one of the most 
influential and esteemed personages of the Jewish community of the German rite of Padua by the end of 
the 15th century and the early 16th century. His death is thought to have occurred in the city of Venice 
around 1540. A few years later, Raffaele and Elena’s son, Lazzaro Freschi, later a friend and esteemed 
colleague of Andreas Vesalius, graduated with brilliant medical credentials from the Studio di Padova, 
and was invited to occupy the chair of surgery and anatomy in that university, accepting the job and 
occupying that position from 1537 until 1544. No later than 1547, Maestro Lazzaro Freschi moved to 
the old ghetto of Venice, together with his mother, and was admitted as a member of the local Ashkenazi 
community. 


A dramatic turning point came a few years later, before the end of 1549, when Lazzaro, physician son of 
Rabi Raffaele Fritschke, converted to Christianity for reasons unknown. To avoid doing things by half, 
the Paduan physician also persuaded his mother Elena to visit the baptismal font and embrace the 
religion of Christ. From that moment on, Lazzaro, now known as Giovanni Battista Freschi Olivi, 
became a severe critic of his former religion and an open accuser of the Jewish world from which he 
originated. Thanks to his zealous and indefatigable polemical efforts, 
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the Talmud was placed on the Index and finally burnt by the public hangman in the Piazza San Marco on 
21 October 1553 by decision of the Council of Ten (6). 


But while Giovanni Battista Freschi Olivi gave all outward signs of having enthusiastically embraced 
the Christian religion, his aged mother Elena, who must have been at least seventy years old, proved 
herself rather less convinced of the wisdom of the step taken. The virulently anti-Christian religious 
upbringing which she had received during her year in the Ashkenazi environment had left an indelible 
imprint and continued to influence her spontaneous mental attitudes, even after her conversion. 


In 1555, Elena was brought before the Holy Office of Venice under the accusation of having publicly 
given vent to blasphemous expressions regarding Christianity. Only the authoritative intervention of her 
son, who was compelled to plead his mother’s mental infirmity for purposes of defense, sufficed to get 
her out of trouble (7). One Sunday in March of that year, Elena, while attending Mass in the Church of 
San Marcuola, just as the priest was reciting the Credo, had been unable to refrain from mockery, 
expressing her outrageous contempt with malevolent terms of speech. Jesus, she alleged, was not 


conceived by the Virgin Mary by the virtue of the Holy Spirit at all, but was the bastard son of a whore. 


"Last Sunday (17 March 1555) [...] finding herself at the said Mass (in the Church of San Marcilian) [...] 
the mother of meser Zuan Baptista, a Hebrew physician having become a Christian, just as the priest was 
saying the Credo: Et incarnatus est de Spiritu Sancto ex Maria Virgine et homo factus est , said the 
following, or similar, words: 'You’re lying through your teeth. Jesus was the bastard born of a 

whore" (8). 


The anti-Christian sentiments expressed through the texts of the Toledot Yeshu and assimilated by the 

old Paduan Jewish woman thus found an uncontrollable outlet, in church, in an automatic and perhaps 
involuntary reflex. Poor Elena’s basic personality was still Jewish and Ashkenazi, and would probably 
remain so forever afterward. 


A few years later, two other Ashkenazi Jews were tried by the Inquisition of Venice for insulting the 
Christian faith, and once again, the accusation turned on the allegation of Jesus’ spurious birth as the son 
of a menstruating woman. Aron and Asser (Asher, Anselmo) were two aimless and unaccomplished 
youths having arrived in the ghetto of Venice around 1563, the one from 
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Prague and the other from Poland. They later decided to convert to Christianity and enter the Casa dei 
Catecumeni [Church institution for the conversion of Jews and infidels] to try to make ends meet by 
means of a self-interested and calculated baptism. But they obviously proved to be rather poorly 
convinced of the basics of the Christian religion, since they were indicted by the Holy Office for uttering 
unspeakable insults against Jesus and the Virgin Mary (9). The two Ashkenazi youths appeared to have 
been nurtured upon massive doses of the anti-Christian motifs characteristic of the Toledot Yeshu. 


"Esso (Asser) began to say that the Lord God was a bastard son of a whore, saying in the Hebrew 
language that the Lord God was engendered while the Madonna was having her menstrual period, and, 
what is even more insulting, saying mamzer barbanid (10), which means what I said above [...] He 
uttered opprobrious words offensive to the Divine Majesty and the glorious Virgin Mary, asserting that 
Christ was a bastard born by carnal sin when the Madonna Virgin Mary was having her menstrual 
period" (11). 


Almost a century had passed since the Trent trials and the polemical motifs of Samuele da Nuremberg’s 
sermon over the corpse of little Simon-Jesus, taken from the Toledot Yeshu -- which had now become a 
classical text -- were still alive and well in the Ashkenazi environment of the valleys of the Loire and the 
Rhone, the Rhine and Danube, the Elba and the Vistula, and all communities having migrated down 
from the other side of the Alps to the plains of the Po and the gulf of Venice. 


Another outrageous assertion about the Christian religion very widespread among Jews of German 
origin was based on the Talmudic dictum that Jesus was to suffer punishment in the coming world, 


condemned to immersion in "boiling excrement" (12). The Jewish bankers of the Duchy of Milan 
accused of contempt for the Christian faith in 1488 were asked whether their texts claimed that Jesus 
was condemned to the pains of Hell and placed in a pot full of excrement. Salomone Galli da Brescello, 
a Jew from Vigevano, had no difficulty in admitting that he had indeed read that malodorous prophecy 
in a little notebook which passed through his hands in Rome during the Pontificate of Sixtus IV (13) . 
Salomone, a Jew from Como, and Isacco da Parma, a resident of Castelnuovo Scrivia, confirmed that 
they, too, were aware of the Hebraic texts asserting that Jesus, in the future world, was destined to be 
immersed in a bath of steaming feces ("Jesus the Nazarene [...] he is being punished in excrement, in 
boiling shit") (14). 
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It should be noted in this regard that the Hebraic sources refer to a significant and revealing episode 
linked to the sanguinary massacre of the Jewish community at Magonza in 1096. On that occasion, 
David, son of Netanel, the person responsible for the synagogue services (gabbay), is said to have turned 
to the Crusaders about to kill him cruelly, wishing them the same fate as Jesus, "punished by immersion 
in boiling excrement" (15). When it came to anti-Christian polemic, Ashkenzi Jews didn’t beat around 
the bush, and the tragic events of which they were the victims served as a justification for an 
uncompromising hatred, verbally insulting and violent in action, at least whenever possible. 


On the other hand, the Christians, too, loved the idea of the pious Jew, the scrupulous observers of the 
Law, immersed up to the neck in baths of excrement, as a well-deserved punishment for their arrogant 
blindness. Friar Luisi Maria Benetelli of Venice, lecturer in Hebrew at Padua and later at Venice, 
reported, with ill-concealed satisfaction, a malodorous anecdote of ancient origin describing a Jew, 
devote observer of the Sabbath, compelled to pass the week-end among the miasmas of a filthy cesspool 
due to his obtuse religiosity. 


"Mr. Salamone, having fallen into the bog of a ditch, so as not to violate the feast day of the Sabbath, 
rejected the charity of a Christian who offered to pull him out. Sabbath sancta colo, de stercore surgere 
nolo [I must adhere to the Sabbath, and do not wish to be pulled out of the shit]. The following day, the 
same good man passed by again, and the Jew beseeched him for assistance in getting out of the ditch, 
but the Christian excused himself saying, 'Yesterday was your feast day, today is mine’, and left him 
there to enjoy that aromatic stench all Sunday. Sabbatha nostra quidem Salomn celebrabis ibidem 

" (16). 


For many, the synagogue, particularly, during the most significant moments of the liturgy, was the most 
suitable place to confer solemnity and sacral effectiveness upon anathemas, invective and contempt, 
often accompanied by the dramatic exhibition of aggressive and mocking gestures. One of the most 
important days of the Jewish calendar among the Jews of the German territories during the Middle Ages 
was the feast of Pesach, when they opened the doors of the holy Ark to extract the rolls of the Law. It 
was then, in the context of prayers for the festivity, that they cursed the Christians in stentorian voices, 
"uttering imprecations to which one cannot listen" (17). But the insults and the contempt were also 


pronounced by the litigious faithful, who had, or 
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who considered themselves to have, reciprocally outstanding accounts to settle. In the early 16th 
century, the rabbi Jechiel Trabot lamented the widespread wickedness of taking advantage of the 
ceremonies of the synagogue to engage in furious verbal disputes, which sometimes concluded with 
recourse to fisticuffs. These violent disputes, accompanied by insults and curses, usually occurred "with 
the Seder open", that is, when the rolls of the Law were exhibited and placed, open, upon the almemor 
for reading (18). 


The [Ahkenazi] Jews possessed a vast range and picturesque catalogue of anathemas against Jesus and 
the Christians, generally reinforced by appropriate gestures of mockery and contempt, often taking the 
form of obscene and scurrilous jests. Offensive and obscene gestures, ritualized and sanctified by the 
holy temple in which they were performed, constituted an effective instrument of communication, 
directed at their own community, to request and obtain the anticipated and complacent approval, or at 
least silent complicity. The insults and scurrilous gestures most frequently resorted to [by Jews] during 
the Middle Ages, right down to the end of the early modern age, include the rhythmic stamping of the 
feet to create an ear-splitting din intended to drown out any mention of the memory or even the very 
voice of the adversary; the act of sticking out the tongue and/or making faces, the of spitting in the face, 
the act of uncovering the buttocks and the gesture of "doing the fig". The latter, considered a particularly 
insulting gesture of contempt, was performed by displaying the hands with the thumb tightly inserted 
between the index and middle fingers, a symbolic allusion to the female genital organ during the act of 
copulation (19). 


When, in the weekly readings of the Pentateuch, they reached the fragment relating to the Amalek (Deut. 
25: 17-19), considered Israel’s implacable enemy and persecutor par excellence throughout history, the 
participants in the liturgy of the synagogue stamped their feet violently, accompanied by a deafening 
noise to drown out any mention of their name. This often occurred during the recitation of the 
meghillah , the roll of Esther, during the feast of Purim, at every mention of Haman, Assuerus’s cruel 
minister, inventor of the plan to exterminate the Jewish people in the land of Persia. The hubbub was 
also renewed when at any mention of Zeresh, Haman’s faithful consort, and his numerous children, in 
the liturgical text. In this connection, Leon da Modena recalled that "some people, at the mention of 
Haman’s name, beat on the benches of the synagogue as a sign that they were cursing him", a custom 
the existence of which was confirmed by the convert Giulio Morosini, who stated that, at Venice, the 
Jews pounded violently on the flat surfaces of their wooden benches in the synagogue as a sign of 
execration of 
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the hated enemy, "pound on the benches of the synagogue with all their strength as a sign of 
excommunication, saying in a loud voice, ‘May his name be blotted out’, and ‘May the name of the 


impious putrefy’” (20). 


One of the most widespread prayers of the Jewish ritualistic formulary was doubtlessly the one 
beginning with the words 'Alenu leshabbeach ("We must praise the Lord"), which was to be recited 
several times a day and during feasts and solemnities. This text, sometimes called a sort of “Credo of 
Judaism”, not surprisingly contained expressions particularly critical of Jesus and Christianity. 
Ecclesiastical censure therefore dealt severely with this prayer, erasing all polemical mention of the faith 
in Christ from the manuscripts and prohibiting any printing of the full text. Yet, nonetheless, during the 
persecutions of the Middle Ages, it was precisely this prayer which was most frequently shouted at their 
persecutors by Jews when the time case to sacrifice their lives to God. 


In the tradition of the German Jews, when the phrase "So that they (the Christians) may prostrate 
themselves and turn their prayers to vanity and nullity, to a God which is not the Savior" it was the 
custom to perform gestures of reproof and contempt, such as stamping the feet, shaking the head or 
jumping up and down on the ground (21). Giulio Morosini reported that, even in his time, when the Jews 
of Venice recited the liturgical hymn 'Alenu le-shabbeacuh, which he described as "contumelious 
against Christ and Christians [...] some attest that, when saying these words, they are accustomed to 
show abomination by spitting" (22). Insulting and scurrilous gestures and obscene acts, even, and most 
particularly, if performed within the holy confines of the synagogue, lost their negative connotations and 
served to underline and stress their passionate hatred and implacable contempt. 


The Sabbath right after little Simon’s murder, when the child’s body was placed on the almemor, the 
Jews of Trent, gathered in the synagogue, abandoned themselves to excessive gestures absolutely 
without inhibition or restraint. According to the deposition of Angelo da Verona’s servant, Lazzaro, 
Samuele da Nuremberg, after concluding his fiery anti-Christian sermon against Jesus and His Mother, 
rushed up to the almemor, and, after “doing the fig”, slapped the boy in the face and spat on him. Not to 
be outdone, Angelo de Verona imitated these outrageous gestures, spitting and slapping the corpse, 
while Mose "the Old Man" of Wiirzburg “did the fig”, mockingly showing his teeth, while Maestro 
Tobias allowed himself to be carried away in the performance of other acts of violence, with no shortage 
of slapping and spitting. 
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This scandalous spectacle was crowned by the other participants, led by Isacco, Angelo’s cook, and 
Mose da Bamberg, the traveler, Lazzaro and Israel Wolfgang, the painter, and Israel, Samuele’s son, 
who, in addition to “doing the fig” like the others, stuck out his tongue and made faces. For their part, 
Joav da Ansbach, Maestro Tobias’s scullery boy, had no hesitation in performing obscene gestures, and, 
coarsely raising his caftan, displayed his buttocks [and genitals] shamelessly, a blasphemous act 
sometimes reserved solely for the passing of holy processions (23). Joav himself, in his confession, 
added that he had bitten the child's ear in an attempt to imitate or outdo Samuele da Nurmberg (24). 
Anna da Montagana, the latter’s daughter-in-law, confirmed that she had indeed been present at this 
unedifying scene (25). 


Bella, wife of Mayer, son of Mosé of Wiirzburg, recalled that she had been present at the exhibition of 
similar insulting gestures, always at Trent, three or four years earlier, on the occasion of another child 
murder, also committed in Samuele's house. In this case as well, the outrageous ritual had been 
performed in the synagogue during the hour of prayer (26). For his part, Israel Wolfgang described the 
details of the 1467 ritual murder at Regensburg in which he claimed to have participated personally, 
stating that "the same insulting acts as those at Trent, in Samuele’s house’, were performed in Sayer’s 
stiebel [parlor] in the presence of the child’s body [as in 1467] (27). 


Giovanni Hinderbach summarized the Trent defendants’ depositions relating to the scene of the 
outrageous acts performed in the synagogue in a letter sent to Innsbruck in the fall of 1475, addressed to 
the orator of the Republic of Venice before Sigismundo, Archduke of Austria, written in a kind of Italian 
which was unusual for him and somewhat crude: 


"The said Jews, or some of them, the said body having been placed on the almemor, said the following, 
or similar words, in the Hebrew language: "This be in contempt and shame of our enemies’, referring to 
us Christians. Quite a few others ‘did the fig’ in the eyes of the corpse, while others raised their hands to 
heaven and stamped their feet on the ground, while others spat in the face of the said body, saying these 
other words: 'Go to the God of Jesus, your God, and Mary, may she help you; pray to her to free you, 
and may she rescue you from our hands" (28). 


The bishop of Trent was either suffering from a memory lapse or was committing a more or less 
intentional error here, because the Jews could not have defied Jesus and the Madonna to come to the 
assistance of the poor child on that occasion. In fact, in their eyes, 
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the boy lying on the almemor and the Crucified Christ were one and the same person. Simon did not 
exist -- if he had ever existed — and, in his place, they saw the Talui, Jesus the hanged, and the Teluiah, 
the hanged or crucified woman, as Mary was called in an extemporaneous Hebraic neologism. To them, 
he was the Christ, and whoever had engendered Him -- the detestable embodiments of Christianity, 
responsible for their miserable Diaspora, their bloody persecutions and forced conversions. Almost 
trance-like, they cursed and swore, performed contemptuous and obscene gestures, each one recalling 
tragic family memories and the many sufferings of those who, in their eyes, had embraced the cross as 
an offensive weapon. 


The indignities heaped upon this innocent, sacrificed child in some ways resembled the Cabalistic rite of 
the kapparot ("The [Fast of] Expiation"), an established custom among German Jews on the eve of the 
solemn fast of Kippur. On that occasion, young white free-range roosters were whirled around the head 
of the sinner to assume the sinner’s transgressions. The roosters were later sacrificed, taking punishment 
upon themselves on behalf of the guilty-minded transgressors (29). This ritual was intended to bring 
about the symbolic transfer of a person’s sins onto an animal, which was then sacrificed, serving a 
similar function to that of the expiatory goat [scapegoat]. Where the cock assumed the guilt of the entire 


community, the rooster of the cabbalistic, magical kapparot served as a receptacle for the sins of the 
individual, erased through the killing of the innocent bird. The custom of the kapparot, widespread 
among the Ashkenazi Jews of Venice, was vividly described, as usual, by Samuele Nahmias, alias 
Giulio Morosini. 


"All the males and females in the house go out and look for white chickens: the men look for a white 
rooster, while the women look for a white hen, and then they whirl these chickens around their heads 
several times, saying these words [...] "This be in exchange for myself, may this take my place, this be 
my expiation, may this bird go to its death while I go on living' After the ceremony, they butcher the 
birds and eat them, and then they give some of the meat to some poor person, in charity, in the belief 
that if God had condemned any of them to death, he would now have to settle for the rooster or hen in 
exchange [...]. They all practice this ritual, particularly in the Levant and in Germany" (30). 


Once again, at the beginning of the 18th century, the Minorite friar Luigi Maria Benetelli severely 
censured those Jews of Venice, presumably belonging to the German community, who unperturbedly 
maintained the custom of the kapparot on the eve of the 
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Fast of Expiation. According to him, these Jews intended to transfer the ballast of their own sins onto the 
white roosters, condemned to be sacrificed, while irreverently imitating the Passion of Christ. 


"Many of you, on that day, dress in white and search for a white rooster without a single reddish feather 
(since red is the color of sin), and, clutching it by the neck and whirling it around your heads three times, 
pray that the rooster may expiate their sins; they torment the rooster by pulling its neck, they butcher it, 
throw it violently on the ground, and finally, they roast it; denoting, by means of the first torment, that 
they themselves deserve to be strangled; by means of the second torment, that they themselves deserve 
to be killed with a noose; in the third, that they themselves deserve to be stoned; and in the fourth, that 
they themselves deserve to be burnt for their sins. Not all (and for this reason, I said ‘many’) practice 
this ceremony even today. To me, it is enough that many of them, although unintentionally, admit, in 
fact, that the Messiah, which is white for its divinity and red for Humanity, should expiate sin" (31). 


Similarly, as with the kapparot, in the case of the Christian child, his crucifixion transforms the child 
into Jesus and into Christianity, symbolically allowing the community to savor that vengeance against 
the enemies of Israel which is a necessary, although insufficient, preamble to their final redemption. The 
crescendo of insults and contemptuous gestures in front of the almemor of the synagogue was not, 
paradoxically, directed against the innocent boy, but rather, against Jesus, "the hanged one", whom the 
boy personified. Whether by ‘doing the fig’, spitting on the ground, grinding their teeth or stamping their 
feet, all the participants in the spectacular representation, alive and charged with tension, repeated the 
Hebrew wish, ken ikkaretu kol oyevecha, which means, "thus may our enemies be consumed" (32). 


The women also had their role to play in the ritual of vilification, and their role was not one of secondary 


importance. Their enthusiastic participation in the display of verbal and gestural contempt during the 
functions of the synagogue was well known to everyone and caused no surprise. Rabbi Azriel Diena, in 
a ritual response sent to the heads of the Jewish community of Modena in the month of November 1534, 
censured the bad habits of the women, who, in the synagogue, as well as on the Sabbath and during the 
festivities, "when the solemn moment arrives in which the rolls of the Torah were extracted from the 
Ark, they rise up, as if they were infuriated, launching a barrage of insults and curses against all those 
whom they hated" (33). Beniamin Slonik, rabbi of Grodno in the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, in his 
manual of honest female behavior in the Ashkenazi communities, which was translated into Italian 
several times, attempted, 
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in an effort to teach them to restrain themselves and cool their burning ardor, to explain the 
predisposition of Jewish women to imprecate and fling endless anathemas. According to the scholarly 
Lithuanian, the women suddenly restrained themselves "when they curse with kalalot (anathemas), 
which the women are very accustomed to doing, because they cannot revenge themselves physically due 
to their lack of strength, and start to curse and swear at all other persons who have displeased them in 
some way" (34). 


Even the Jewish chronicles of the Crusades, which exalted the heroism and readiness for martyrdom of 
German Jewish women, stressed the manner in which they disdainfully rejected "conversion to the faith 
of the crucified bastard (talui mamzer)" and, showing praiseworthy courage and surprising temerity, did 
not hesitate to shout insults and curses at their Christian aggressors" (35). 


Bella, the wife of Mayer and daughter-in-law of Mose of Wiirzburg, in her deposition dated 6 March 
1476, recalled the women’s active participation in the contemptuous ritual allegedly performed in the 
synagogue of Trent during the child murder committed the year before. 


The same Bella, together with Brunetta, Samuele of Nuremberg’s wife, and Anna, his daughter-in-law, 
Briinnlein, Angelo da Verona’s mother, Anna, Maestro Tobias's first wife, now deceased, all appeared at 
the threshold of the synagogue during the ceremonies to see the child’s body, which lay stretched out on 
the almemor. They then enthusiastically joined the ritual of imprecations, spontaneously begun by the 
men, waving their arms and shaking their heads as a sign of censure and spitting on the ground (36). 


These acts were accompanied by the ever-present scurrilous gesture of “doing the fig”, which was 
exalted and almost sanctified by the fact that it was being performed in a place of worship, whether a 
synagogue or a church. It is not, therefore, surprising that the display of those contemptuous gestures 
was one of the charges brought by the Holy Office of Venice against the elderly Elena Freschi 
(Fritschke), survivor of a poorly digested conversion to Christianity. According to the testimony of the 
Venetian patriarch Donna Paola Marcello, in fact, that Sunday, during Mass in the church of San 
Marcuola, just as the priest had started reciting the Credo, the arrogant Paduan convert "got very angry 
and made ugly faces and said bad words, and, among other things, I heard her say: "You’re lying through 


your teeth’. And I saw her ‘do the fig’ towards the altar 
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where the priest was saying Mass (37). The clash of religions therefore occurred on several different 
levels simultaneously, passing from ideological diatribe, with scholarly and religious features, to 
sneering and curses, accompanied by codified gestures of proven and obvious effectiveness, with 
obscene and insolent meanings. 
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CHAPTER FIFTEEN 
ISRAEL'S FINAL DEFIANCE 


Israel of Brandenburg, the young Saxon painter and miniaturist who arrived at Trent on the occasion of 
the fateful Passover of 1475 on one of his frequent trips to the cities of the Triveneto region in search of 
clients, Jews and Christians, was the first to opt for a rapid conversion to Christianity. He had already 
successfully braved the baptismal waters by the time the interrogations of the principal persons 
implicated in the child murder of Simon began in late 1475. Wolfgang was given a new name selected 
for him by Hinderbach, in honor of a saint for whom the prince bishop of Trent showed particular 
affection (1). As Wolfgang was to confess at a later time, he had decided to abjure the faith of his fathers 
simply in the hope of saving his skin (2). And the circumstances proved him right. Or at least, they 
proved him right, at first. 


Two months later, by the end of June, upon conclusion of the first phase of the trials, the principle 
defendants, nine in total, including Samuele da Nuremberg, Angelo da Verona and the physician Tobias 
of Magdeburg, were condemned to death and executed. The old man Mosé da Wiirzburg had died in 
prison before being sentenced to execution. The trials were then all temporarily suspended by order of 
the Archduke of Austria, Sigismund. A few of the minor defendants, all of them from among the 
servants to the two principal money lenders and the physician Tobias, were in prison waiting to learn 
their fate. By contrast, the women of the small community were confined under house arrests in 
Samuele’s house, kept under surveillance by the bishop’s gendarmes. 


Giovanni Hinderbach had taken a liking to the young convert, Israel Wolfgang, and had demonstrated 
his trust in him by admitting him freely to the castle and allowing him to sit at table among his servants 
and courtiers. But his trust was not entirely disinterested. 
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In the summer of 1475, Wolfgang, the convert painter, was in fact the only Christian in Trent who could 
read and understand Hebrew. This knowledge was indispensable to the young bishop, who, having 
confiscated the goods of the condemned, found himself in need of someone capable of deciphering the 
bank ledgers of the Jews, drawn up, as was normally the case, in Hebrew. The value of the pledges and 
the ownership by the citizens of Trent or foreigners could only be determined by means of a correct 
interpretation of the entries appearing in those books. In early June, Hinderbach decided officially to 
entrust Israel Wolfgang with the paid task of supervising the restitution and redemption of the collateral 
amassed in the vaults of the Jewish banks (3). The Saxon painter's new workplace was now the money 
lending shop formerly owned by the deceased Samuele da Nuremberg. Here, the young Wolfgang spent 
a great part of his time, working diligently and capably. 


But at the same time, Israel Wolfgang had simultaneously decided to use his conversion as a disguise, 
permitting him more easily to help the Jewish women confined under house arrest, facilitating their 
escape and expatriation (4). Of these his intentions he secretly informed his influential and powerful 
protector of these intentions: Salomone da Piove di Sacco, who had allowed Wolfgang to stay in his 
home as a guest, allowing him to meet his family and learn their secrets. The nearby city of Rovereto, 
located in the high valley of Lagarina, which belonged to the Republic of Venice and was therefore 
outside bishop Hinderbach’s jurisdiction, had been selected as the general headquarters of the 
representatives of the Ashkenazi community of the Veneto region for the task of making every effort to 
obtain the release of those defendants still in prison in Trent, and to invalidate the trials. Salomone Cusi, 
sent to Rovereto by Salomone da Piove, informed anyone who needed to know of Israel Wolfgang’s full 
preparedness to bring about the prisoners’ release, particularly the women, quickly, and without 
attracting attention (5). Jacob of Brescia, Jacob di Bonaventura da Riva, and Cressone da Nuremberg, 
some of the more prominent exponents of the “lobby” gathered at Rovereto, were perfectly well aware 
of the dangerous mission which the bold young Saxon, camouflaged as a Christian, had voluntarily 
assumed. 


Jacob da Brescia was the brother of Rizzardo, accused of being one of the principal recipients of the 
blood originating from 
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the Regensburg child murder. The money lender did business at Gavardo, in the Bresciano region, and, 
in testimony of his authority, in 1467, Milanese officials referred to him as "the Jew who is the head of 
the other Jews" (6). For more than a decade, from 1475 to 1488, Jacob di Bonaventura da Riva was 
generally considered the most influential banker at Riva del Garda (7). Cressone (Gherson) was another 
highly prominent Ashkenazi Jew. A native of Nuremberg, he had reached Rovereto around 1460, but he 
had only received authorization from the Doge Nicolo Tron to bring his daughter and the family’s 
moveable capital from his native city in 1471 (8). Starting in 1465, a patrician from Rovereto, Delfino 
Frizzi, had permitted him to live in his palace and to become associated with the Adige river navigation 
business (9). In his spare time, Cressone da Nuremberg also worked successfully in the money trade, an 
activity which often took him to the principal centers of the zone, between Riva del Garda (10). 


In the summer of 1475, the air at Trent was charged with tension. The minds of both Jews and Christians 
were filled with uncertainty about the fate of the defendants still in prison, as well as concern for the 
executed defendants’ wives and children. Israel Wolfgang and his diligent collaborators were concerned 
with the total confiscation of all the defendants’ property, the redemption of the collateral deposited in 
their shops, the reimbursement of all sums borrowed -- promptly convoyed in Hinderbach’s strongboxes. 
In the meantime, as we have seen, the Dominican Battista de' Giudici, bishop of Ventimiglia, the Pope’s 
delegate commissioner, moved from Rome to Trent to shed light on Simon’s murder and to search for 
errors by the prince bishop, suspected of having deliberately manipulating the trials towards the resulting 
conclusion. Before Pope Sixtus IV, Salomone da Piove insistently supported the sending of this 
commissioner to save those defendants still in prison and to muffle the undesirable scandal threatening 


to overwhelm the other German Jewish communities of northern Italy, jeopardizing delicate interests 
and laboriously captured positions while irremediably upsetting the political hinterland which had made 
these interests possible. 


In August 1475, on the road to Trent, the commissioner of the Judges was crossing the Veneto with a 
small retinue of functionaries and collaborators. It seems that they were accompanied by three Jews, 
who joined them traveling from the region of Padua (11). Two of these are easily identifiable as 
Salomone da Piove and Salomone Fiirstungar. 
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Perhaps the third was Rizzardo da Regensburg’s brother, Jacob da Brescia, returning from Rovereto. 
Fiirstungar, the unscrupulous wheeler-dealer and expert intriguer with a thousand resources and 
influential and multifarious contacts, was probably identical with one of the most prominent figures in 
German Jewry, transplanted to the Veneto region. This person was Salomone da Camposampiere, who, 
together with Salomone da Piove, a friend and colleague, maintained despotic control over the money 
trade at Padua and the district (12). 


Battista de’ Giudici entered Trent in the early part of the month of September, taking up quarters at the 
Albergo Alla Rosa, in the Via delle Osterie Grandi, from which the Wharf of Buonconsiglio was quit 
visible. He courteously declined bishop Hinderbach’s invitation to be his guest at the castle, probably 
intended to control his meetings and movements in this way, on the grounds that the inn, although 
German owned, was well-known for its appetizing Italian cuisine, a quality particularly appreciated by 
the Dominican inquisitor, who considered himself a man of good taste, not one disposed to compromise 
in culinary matters (13). De' Giudici was escorted by a small retinue, including his assistant Raffaele, a 
one-eyed notary , blind in one eye, who knew German and could act as an interpreter, and a mysterious 
priest, old and hunchbacked, who always wore a torn black frock-coat. The Albergo alla Rosa also 
hosted Salomone Fiirstungar, the influential wheeler-dealer who accompanied the apostolic 
commissioner with prudence and circumspection, meeting him frequently and speaking Italian, without 
need for an intermediary of any kind (14). 


Israel Wolfgang was now required to respect the delicate and dangerous commitments which he had 
voluntarily assumed. The young Saxon had been duly warned of de’ Giudidi’s arrival by Salomone da 
Piove, and knew that Fiirstungar would contact him [Wolfgang] immediately. 


They met at night, in the stalls of the Albergo alla Rosa, far from prying eyes. Fiirstungar informed 
Wolfgang that Gasparo, assistant to Sigismondo’s steward, had procured a safe conduct for him 
[Wolfgang] to travel to Innsbruck and confer with the Archduke of Austria in order to obtain a definitive 
suspension of the trials and the release of the imprisoned women. He also asked Wolfgang to make 
himself available to the apostolic commissioner through the one-eyed notary, who knew German, and to 
deliver secret messages to the women, confined in Samuele da Nuremberg’s house, 
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messages to be transmitted to Wolfgang from the general headquarters of the Ashkenazi Jews, set up in 
Rovereto. The women were reassured, and informed of the good prospects of Wolfgang’s mission 
before Sigismundo and the commissioner’s full readiness to do everything possible to obtain their 
release. Fiirstungar entrusted Israel Wolfgang with money for his expenses and trouble (15). 


The next day, it was the one-eyed notary’s turn to take the initiative of meeting Israel Wolfgang. The 
location of the appointment was the “stube” near the fountain behind the Chiesa di San Pietro, a public 
bath in a discreet area of Trent where the streets were usually empty. The notary informed the young 
painter that he would soon be called upon to talk with the commissioner and, knowing that Wolfgang 
could freely enter the rooms of the castle of Buonconsiglio, he asked Wolfgang to spy on Hinderbach’s 
movements and to inform him, the notary, Raffaele, of any rumors going around at the castle relating to 
the Jews still held in jail as well as on the eventuality of a resumption of the trials. 


For his part, Israel Wolfgang warned the one-eyed notary that he intended to continue to avoid the Jews 
so as not to awaken suspicion, informing him, in the meantime, of what he had succeeded in gleaning 
from the information floating around. There was a current rumor at Trent that the apostolic 
commissioner was in cahoots with the Jews and proposed to exonerate all those condemned for Simon’s 
murder, and bringing about the release of anyone still in prison, including the women. In this regard, 
Israel Wolfgang knew that Hinderbach was not at all prepared to permit Battista de' Giudici to meet the 
women for the purpose of interrogating them, and therefore expressed his intention to remove them from 
house arrest in Samuele’s dwelling and throw them in prison, in separate cells (16). 


With his usual circumspection, Salomone Fiirstungar, before leaving for Trent on his way back from 
Innsbruck, had contacted another person, considered a certain friend of the Jewish families. This was 
Roper, known as Schneider Jud, a German known as the “tailor to the Jews”, who had for years 
frequented their houses and was linked to them through strong ties of solidarity. For these reasons, he 
was arrested during the first phase of the trials and subjected to torture. But he confessed nothing, 
obviously because he knew nothing. He had finally been released and remained a friend to the Jews, 
although with justifiable caution. 


We must not, therefore, be surprised that Schneider decided to go to Rovereto to meet the 
representatives of the Ashkenazi Jews, offering them his assistance. During the meeting, he 
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was informed by Salomone Cusi, Salomonoe da Piove’s delegate, and Cressone da Rovereto of 
Fiirstungar’s planned mission before the Archduke Sigismondo. Now Fiirstungar now assigned 
Schneider, directly, with the same tasks as Israel Wolfgang, i.e., first of all, that of keeping contact with 
the women, and bringing them letters and information (17). 


Israel Wolfgang and Roper Schneider had become the Jewish women’s messenger boys, their only 
precious source of information, the only chink onto external reality. But they had to be careful to avoid 
discovery. The bishop’s solders, in fact, occupied Samuele’s house, in which the women were confined, 
guarding the external door. The Saxon painter could easily enter the house, since it contained some of 
the late banker’s collateral, but if he was caught talking to the women he would arouse the gendarmes’ 
justifiable suspicions. The solution was to communicate orally, in the courtyard located at the rear of the 
house, where the women faced a small balcony overlooking the stall. Any letters sent to them, as well as 
any letters written in response, by contrast, were exchanged through a chink dug in the surrounding wall 
(18). 


Sara, Maestro Tobias’s widow, and with her, Bella and Anna, were informed by Israel Wolfgang of the 
commissioner’s favorable attitude towards them, as well as his plans to liberate them and the hopes 
linked to Fiirstungar’s ambassadorship at Innsbruck. In the letters sent from Rovereto and written in 
Hebrew, Fiirstungar himself, with Jacob of Arco and Cressone, asked the women for detailed 
information about the conditions of their imprisonment and any coercive methods employed by 
Hinderbach to make them confess. For his part, Israel Wolfgang was now fully committed, working 
diligently and enthusiastically in the desperate attempt to free Sara and the other prisoners. The intrepid 
Saxon painter was thus compelled, despite himself, to neglect the graces of his mistress, Ursula 
Oberdorfer, a prosperous local beauty with whom he was accustomed to entertain himself concealed at 
Angelo's tavern, in the San Pietro district. To seal his love, Israel had recently given the young lady, who 
was, of course, a Christian, a precious silver ring with a valuable stone, obviously taken from Samuele’s 
pledges, which he was supposed to safeguard (19). 


The same apostolic commissioner convened Israel Wolfgang to his room in the inn, in the wee small 
hours of the morning, under maximum secrecy. All of de’ Giudici’s collaborators were there: Raffaele, 
the secretary responsible for drawing up the 
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minutes; the one-eyed notary, who knew German and who acted as a translator, and the hunchbacked 
priest in a black cassock. Invited under oath to set forth his version of the facts, the young Jew, now 
nominally a Christian, told of the horrible tortures to which the accused, all innocent, had been subjected 
during trial, for the purpose of extorting their confessions. Hinderbach and his jailers were accused of 
orchestrating a colossal injustice accompanied by ignoble machinations, all for profit. The Jews of Trent 
were Said to be the mere victims of a pitiless theorem [theorem = an indicative conditional: if A, then B], 
intended to demonstrate their guilt at all costs (20). 


Israel Wolfgang was later to admit that he lied to the commissioner, in his effort to be of some assistance 
to the poor women who were still in prison (21). Interrupting the painter’s “domesticated” report, the 
one-eyed notary asked him whether he could so something to help the women escape from their 
involuntary abode. 


The response was in the negative. Gendarmes were everywhere and were determined to be effective 
guards, subjecting Sara and her companions in misfortune to strict supervision. 


As early as late September, Salomone Fiirstungar returned to Trent, disillusioned by his meeting with 
Sigismundo at Innsbruck. The archduke had in fact refused to intervene to free the prisoners and was 
persuaded that the trials should resume to make a final determination of the defendants’ guilt or 
innocence. The path was now free for Hinderbach, who had probably exerted pressure on Sigismundo to 
obtain a decision of this kind. For his part, Ftirstungar, angered by the unexpected failure of his mission, 
was now resolutely determined to avenge himself upon the implacable bishop of Trent by dispatching 
him to his Creator, perhaps in the company of his collaborators. And he knew he had a bold assassin at 
hand, prepared to do the job. 


Israel Wolfgang was urgently summoned to the usual meeting place, at night. In the stalls of the “alla 
Rosa” inn, Fiirstungar informed Wolfgang of the negative outcome of the appointment with Sigismundo 
and asked him to carry out an immediate plan to terminate Hinderbach’s existence by poisoning (22). 
The poison was to be put in his food while circumventing the many precautions with which the prudent 
bishop had thought fit to protect his life. The young painter, eager to carry out the new mission entrusted 
to him, carefully examined Hinderbach’s habits at table. All dishes and wine placed on the table were 
tasted by various persons on three occasions, i.e., by the cook, 
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in the kitchen, by the steward, in putting the dish on the sideboard, and by the waiter, in placing it on 
table. The poison therefore had to be placed in the food after the last servant had tasted it. Israel 
Wolfgang said he was capable of choosing the right time, but needed to find the raw material, an 
effective and lethal poison. Upon his return to the castle at Buonconsiglio, he quickly set to work (23). 


Among the stationary materials in the office, Israel Wolfgang knew there was a box containing materials 
belonging to a friend and colleague who had recently died, Friar Pietro, a German who had earned his 
living as a painter, miniaturist, and occasionally as an alchemist. The ingredients used by the monk in 
preparing his colors were bound to include some solid arsenic. Israel Wolfgang was not mistaken: a 
respectable chunk of red arsenic, or cinnabar-colored arsenic sulfide, soon found its way into his 
pockets. 


The next night, the Saxon painter hasted to meet Fiirstungar again; with justifiable satisfaction, 
Wolfgang showed him the poison he had obtained. But the astute and expert German go-getter only 
needed a glance to realize that that Wolfgang’s lump of bi-sulfide of arsenic was almost harmless, and 
would never have troubled the bishop of Trent with anything more serious than a passing belly-ache. At 
any rate, he offered to supply his young assassin as quickly as possible with good arsenic, capable of 
poisoning the bishop effectively (24). But for a variety of reasons, the project, although never formally 
abandoned, was to take another course, and Israel Wolfgang is not thought to have seen Salomone 
Fluirstungar again. 


Battista de' Giudici wasn’t discouraged either. Unable to meet the women and other defendants due to 
Hinderbach’s refusal, he concluded that he could do little by remaining at Trent. The hostile and 
intimidating climate -- as he saw it -- in which he was compelled to work, actually prevented him from 
making the desired progress in his inquiry (25). The failure of Salomone Fiirstungar’s mission to 
Sigismundo, of which de’ Giudici had been duly informed, was only an obvious prelude to the imminent 
resumption of the trials, leaving him with very little time in which to work, carrying the dossiers to 
Rome with only moderate hope that the appeal process might be approved and that the defendants might 
be released before they suffered the anticipated punishment. 


In very late September 1475, less than one month after de’ Giudici’s arrival in the city, the pontifical 
commissioner decided to leave Trent and move to Rivereto, outside Hinderbach's jurisdiction. The 
choice of city seemed a rather delicate one, 
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since Rovereto was known as the established general headquarters of the Ashkenazi Jewish community 
of northern Italy, actively mobilized some time before, in their efforts to exonerate the accused from any 
responsibility in Simonino’s murder. It was also foreseeable that the bishop would spare no pains in 
representing the apostolic functionary as being under the thumb of the Jews. And Hinderbach lost no 
time in stressing the unsuitability of de' Giudici’s decision. In a letter to the humanist friend Raffaele 
Zovenzoni, the bishop of Trent [Hinderbach] noted that the reasons for the commissioner’s [de’ 
Giudici’s] move to Rovereto were just phony excuses and that the presence of the Jews gathered in the 
city at that time was highly suspicious (26). 


Before leaving Trent, commissioner de’ Giudici sent his one-eyed notary to Israel Wolfgang to inform 
him, Wolfgang, of his, de’ Giudici’s intentions and later availability. De' Giudici, who intended to leave 
for Rome as quickly as possible to confer with the Pope and try to get him to stop the trials, is said to 
have warned the Saxon convert just in time for Wolfgang to reach Rovereto. In fact, the commissioner 
wished to take Wolfgang with him to see Sixtus IV, considering Wolfgang’s testimony of fundamental 
importance. At Rome, Israel Wolfgang is also thought to have been assisted financially, as usual, by 
Firstungar. In the meantime, Wolfgang was to maintain his contacts with the commissioner and keep 
him informed of everything going on at Buonconsiglio, sending regular epistolary reports to his 
protector, Salomone da Piove, who was well able to make best use of them. But the most important 
recommendation was that Salomone should do everything in his power to enable the women to escape 
from their enforced confinement in Samuele’s home (27). 


With the departure from Trent of Fiirstungar, who continued, cautiously and with circumspection, to 
watch de’ Giudici and his retinue in their every move, Israel Wolfgang became the only Jew, although 
formally converted, left in the city, able to render any assistance to the women and other detainees. He 
was perfectly aware of the delicate nature of this role. Although he was able to leave Trent without 
impediment, reaching liberty on other, safer shores, the young painter from Brandenburg was not 
prepared to abandon the dangerous mission which he had voluntarily assumed. He was certainly not 


lacking in either courage or recklessness. He is believed to have remained at Trent, engaged in his 
desperate attempt to save the women defendants, at the risk of his life, to the bitter end. 


Immediately upon his arrived at Rovereto, the apostolic commissioner ordered the bishop of Trent to 
free the prisoners without delay, particularly, the women and children, and he prohibited subjecting them 
to torture. At the same time, the Jews presented Battista de' Giudice 
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with an appeal disputing the validity of the trials, signed by Jacob da Riva and Jacob da Brescia (28). 
They were ready to accept it, instructing Hinderbach to respond to thirteen counts in an indictment 
accusing him, among other things, of bringing the trials solely to misappropriate the property of the 
condemned, estimated at twenty thousand florins. 


The efforts expended to cause problems for the inquisitorial machinery set up at Trent enjoyed an initial 
success on 12 October 1475, when Sixtus IV himself, at the request of the Jews gathered at Rovereto, 
instructed Hinderbach to release the incarcerated women and children, said to be confined in 
precariously unhealthy conditions, and whom Sixtus believed to be innocent (29). De’ Giudici, for his 
part, invited Giovanni da Fondo, the notary at the Trent trials, to appear before him to testify as a 
witness. The notary’s refusal was clear and immediate. Giovanni in fact maintained that he feared for his 
life: the Jews at Rovereto would not hesitate to have him murdered (30). 


In the meantime, Fiirstungar, alias Salomone da Composampiero, reaching Val Lagarina together with 
the apostolic commissioner, abandoned Rovereto immediately to travel to Verona in an attempt to 
procure the services of Gianmarco Raimondi, one of the best lawyers in the city. Having obtained an 
appointment, Fiirstungar explained to the Veronese jurist, Raimondi, that, in the cause of the Jews of 
Trent, he could count on the support of illustrious Roman prelates, and that even the apostolic 
commissioner himself had only arrived in the area thanks to the considerable financial commitments 
assumed by the German-origin Jewish community to ensure the commissioner’s very appointment 
before the Pope. Raimondi was offered a fee at the rate of three florins a day to overcome his 
foreseeable hesitation, but to no avail: Raimondi had no intention at all of taking the case (31). 


At Trent, Israel Wolfgang had an unexpected meeting. Waiting for him one morning under the portico of 
Samuele’s bank, was a German Jew whom Wolfgang had met some time back, in his uncle’s house at 
Erlangen, near Nuremberg. The German Jew told him that he, too, had converted to Christianity, taking 
the Christian name of Giovanni Pietro in baptismal deed, registered at Mantua, but that he had remained 
faithful in one way or another to the faith of his fathers. To allay suspicion, he told people that he had 
been moved to visit Trent by the miracles of little Simon, but had, in reality, been sent by the general 
headquarters of the German Jews at Rovereto to make contact with 


p. 219] 


Israel Wolfgang. In particular, he had been instructed on his mission in Trent by no less a personage 
than the usual Salomone da Piove, and with him, Aronn da Castelnoveto (32). The latter was to be tried 
and condemned in 1488 for contempt for the Christian religion, together with the other heads of the 
Ashkenzi community of the Duchy of Milan (33). 


The Mantuan convert known as “Giovanni Pietro” asked Israel Wolfgang to place him in contact with 
the women detainees and to obtain useful information from them; he moreover wished to obtain first- 
hand news about the goings-on at Buonconsiglio. Promptly satisfied, he [Giovanni Pietro] was 
successful in meeting secretly with Brunetta, Samuele of Nuremberg’s obstinate widow, and asked her 
whether she and the other prisoners had been subjected to torture, despite the intimations of the 
commissioner and the Pope (34). But there was not much time left. Not even to organize one last 
desperate attempt to arrange for the women’s escape and conveyance to safety. The meeting between 
Israel Wolfgang and Giovanni Pietro da Mantova, the German Jew from Erlangen, was on 18 October. 
Two days later, the Trent trials were officially re-opened, on Hinderbach’s initiative, with the explicit 
consent of the court at Innsbruck. 


One week after that, Israel Wolfgang was already in trouble, betrayed by Lazzaro da Serravalle and 
Isacco da Gridel di Vedera, Angelo da Verona’s servants, as well as by Mose da Franconia, teacher of 
Tobias’s children, and Joav da Ansbach, the ignorant scullery boy in Tobias’s kitchen, who, tortured and 
confessing, out of envy or spite, had accused the young Saxon painter of responsibility for little Simon’s 
murder (35) . 


Israel Wolfgang was arrested on 26 October while dining at the castle, calmly and with a good appetite, 
with the bishop’s officials and courtiers. Immediately transferred to the prisons of the Buonconsiglio, he 
was subjected to an exuberant dose of torture to induce him to say whatever he knew or imagined. 


The other defendants were condemned and publicly executed between 1 December 1475 and 15 January 
of the following year. At the foot of the scaffold, Mosé of Franconia and the coarse Joav both converted 
to the faith in Christ, in the hope of alleviating their own suffering (36). 


Wolfgang was, deliberately, the last to be executed, condemned by Giovanni Hinderbach’s tribunal on 
19 January 1476. 
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Offended and feeling betrayed, Hinderbach made no exception of any kind for Wolfgang, and punished 
him much more harshly than even the principal defendants on trial; his body, cruelly broken on the 
wheel, was devoured by animals. The young Saxon painter and miniaturist, "who said that he was less 
than twenty five years old, although he looked at least twenty nine", faced martyrdom without batting an 
eye, dying a death which, both in his eyes and from the point of view of that German Judaism to which 
he belonged, he had been taught to court to sanctify the name of God (‘al qiddush ha-Shem). 


His death was accompanied by unflaggingly indecorous anti-Christian grimaces and a scornful 
profession of polemical faith. The voluntary sacrifice of Israel Wolfgang, the boy from Brandenburg, 
counter-balanced, or, more exactly, flanked, the involuntary sacrifice of little Simon, in a holy tragedy in 
which the basic elements of the plot, cruel and bloody, had been composed centuries before, in Hebrew 
and Yiddish, in German and in Latin, in the valleys washed by the muddy waters of the Rhine and the 
Main, the Rhone and the Danube, the Adige and the Ticino, where it was said that the god of the rivers 
claimed their innocent victims every year. 


"Yes, I am perfectly persuaded and convinced that killing Christian children and consuming their blood 
and swallowing it was a good thing [...] If I could obtain the blood of a Christian boy for our Passover 
feast, of course I would drink it and eat it, if I could do so without attracting too much attention. Know 
ye that, although I have been baptized, I, Israel, son of Meir, may he rest in peace, a Jew of 
Brandenburg, intend, and have established in my soul, that I wish to die a true Jew. I had myself 
baptized when I saw that I had gotten caught, and in doubt that I might be condemned to death, believing 
that I could avoid it, as actually happened. Know ye, therefore, that I, Israel of Brandenburg, Jew, do no 
consider anything believed and observed by the Christian religion to be true at all. I believe with an 
unshakeable faith that the religion of Israel is correct and holy" (37). 


But not everything had gone wrong, at least from Israel of Brandenburg’s point of view. Not a single 
week had passed since his arrest before the young Saxon Jew, in his cell, was informed that Hinderbach 
had finally given in, perhaps in part to counterbalance foreseeable criticism of his decision to reopen the 
trials, and had consented to release the incarcerated women’s children. These were Mosé and Salomone, 
the children of 
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of Verona and of Dolcetta; Seligman, Meir of Wiirzburg’s young boy; Samuele da Nuremberg’s 
daughter-in-law Anna’s young boy, still in diapers; and the numerous offspring of the late Tobias, whose 
four children were named Joske, Mose, Chaim and David. An envoy from the apostolic commissioner 
appeared at the castle of Buonconsiglio on 2 November and took delivery of the children, who were later 
taken to Rovereto and entrusted to the Jews (38). 


Little is known of their fate. Many of them were probably taken back to Germany and adopted by 
relatives or persons known by them, and seem to have disappeared from the pages of history. Only Mose 
and Salomone, Angelo da Verona’s children, remained safely in Italy, entrusted to the Ashkenazi 
community which had worked so actively to obtain their release (39). Following the confessions of 
Brunetta, Samuele da Nuremberg’s widow, and the other women, followed by their conversion to 
Christianity, which occurred in January 1477, attempts to return the children to their mothers proved 
fruitless (40). 


Bella, Anna and Sara, who had, at the time, voluntarily entrusted their children to the Jews of Rovereto 
-- now that they were converted and baptized under the names of Elisabetta, Susanna, and Chiara -- 


wanted them back urgently, ceding to the pressures of those who wished them to have the children 
baptized. Pope Sixtus IV himself, by a bull of 20 June 1478, addressed to Hinderbach, exhorted him to 
take all steps to ensure that they might be returned to the recently converted women, together with their 
dowries; the children were to be baptized. But his attempts in this direction were too late; it was like 
closing the barn door when the horse has already been stolen. 


"We still wish, and we enjoin you to it with the same authority, that you shall use all diligence to ensure 
that the children of the condemned Jews be returned to their baptized mothers, together with their 
dowry, wherever that might be found, compelling any opponent or rebel by means of ecclesiastical 
censure and other means granted by law" (41). 


But the last scene of the drama was yet to be enacted. The drama finally concluded with the solemn 
appearance at the baptismal font of Salomone, the physician Tobias’s feeble-minded servant. The poor 
imbecile, deemed incapable of understanding or consenting, had survived the trial for little Simon’s 
murder because he gave no indication of knowing or remembering anything about it. 
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Now, to mark the occasion of the feeble-minded Salamone’s baptism, under the name of Giovanni; in a 
crowded ceremony in the Chiesa di San Pietro at Trent, it was the common desire of all that he might 
also recover the light of the intellect (42). The body of the sainted little martyr Simon was invoked aloud 
to perform this one last appropriate miracle. 


[BLANK p.S] 
NOTES TO CHAPTER FIFTEEN 
1. Cfr. D. Rando, Dai margini la memoria. Johannes Hinderbach (1418-1486) , Bologna, 2003, p. 398. 


2. The podesta of Trent stated with some uncertainty "quod Wolfgangus asseruit se minorem 25 annis et 
licet ex aspectu videatur major annorum 28 vel circa”. [“that Wolfgang said he was less then 25 years 
old, but you could see from his face that he was at least 28”] At an earlier date, on 21 April 1475, a 
record was made in the trial documents "quod Israel Hebreus, qui ad praesens in carceribus detinetur, 
occasione q. Simonis interfecti, desiderat effici Christianus et Baptisma suscipere; idcirco praelibatus 
Reverendissimus Dominus mandavit dictum Israelem de carceribus relaxari pro nunc, ita quod de Castro 
non exeat, ad hoc ut in fide instrui possit et deinde si visum fuerit Baptizari"| Approximately: “that Israel 
the Jew, who is presently being held in jail in relation to the killing of Simon, wishes to become a 
Christian and undergo baptism; for this reason, the Prince Bishop commands him to be released for now, 
as long as he doesn’t leave the castle, so that he might be instructed in the faith, and we therefore 
consent to his baptism”’]. Israel Wolfgang later admitted that he had been baptized to escape 


condemnation to death, "quare ipse Wolfgangus fecit se baptizare, quia vidit se captum et dubitavit ne 
condemnaretur ad mortem, credens se illam evadere, ut evasit" (cfr. [Benedetto Bonelli], [“because this 
Wolfgang caused himself to be baptized because he saw that he had gotten caught and feared he might 
be sentenced to death, believing he could escape death, which in fact he did’”’] Dissertazione apologetica 
sul martirio del beato Simone da Trento nell'anno MCCCCLXXV dagli ebrei ucciso, Trent, Gianbattista 
Parone, 1747, pp. 138, 140, 147). In this regard, see also G. Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, 
Trent, 1902, vol. II, pp. 78 ss.; R. Po-Chia Hsia, Trent 1475. A Ritual Murder Trial , New Haven 
(Conn.), 1992, pp. 95-96. 


3. On 8 June 1475 it was announced that Hinderbach "praelibatus Reverendissimus Dominus, attento 
quod non sit aliquis, qui libros Hebraicos dictorum Judaeorum legere sciat, cum supradictis libris 
nomina omnium qui habent pignora apud Judaeos scripta sint in Hebraicis litteris, nec alius sit qui dictos 
libros legere valeat, de quo verosimilius confidi possit, quam de suprascripto Israele, nun facto 
Christiano et nominato Wolfgango, eidem Wolfgango licentiam dedit quod possit exire de Castro etc."] 
[ Approximately: “since His Most Rerevend Lordship saw that there was nobody else who could read 
what was written in the books of the Jews, said books containing notations as to all the pledges held by 
the Jews, written in Hebrew, and that nobody else who can be trusted is any good at reading them, 
except for the above mentioned Israel, who has now become a Christian and is called Wolfgang, he gave 
the said Wolfgang permission to leave the castle, etc.”] (cfr. [Bonelli], Dissertazione apologetica, cit., p. 
140). 


4. Israel Wolfgang confessed to the Trent judges that, taking advantage of his new condition as a 
Christian, "volebat adjuvare judaeos, si potuisset" [“that he wanted to help the Jews, if possible’’] (cfr. 
ibidem, p. 147). 


5. Cfr. Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, cit., vol. II, pp. 87 -90. 


6. On Jacob da Brescia, see, in particular, F. Glissenti, Gli ebrei nel Bresciano al tempo della 
Dominazione Veneta. Nuove ricerche e studi, Brescia, 1891, pp. 714; A. Gamba, Gli ebrei a Brescia nei 
secoli XV-XVI, Brescia, 1938, p. 31; F. Chiappa, Una colonia ebraica in Palazzolo a meta del 1400 , 
Brescia, 1964, p. 37; Sh. Simonsohn, The Jews in the Duchy of Milan, Jerusalem, 1982, vol. I, pp. 433, 
n. 1013 e 677, n. 1632. 


7 ."Tacob Ebreus et socii habitator Ripae", [“Jacob the Jew, and associates, residents of Riva’’], or 
"Iacob Ebreus et socii dantes ad usuram in Rippa" [“Jacob the Jew and his money-lending associates in 
Riva’’], are very often recalled in the advisory orders of Riva del Garda and in the notarial 
documentation for the years 1475-1488 (cfr. M. Grazioli, L'arte della lana e dei panni nella Riva 
veneziana del sec. XV in due documenti dell'Archivio Rivano e Riva veneziano. Le uscite ordinarie , in 
"Tl Sommolago", II, 1986, n. 1, pp. 109-120; IV, 1987, n. 3, pp. 5-54; M.L. Crosina, La comunita 
ebraica di Riva del Garda, sec. XV-XVIII, Riva del Garda, 1991, pp. 29-35). It is not entirely 
impossible that Jacob da Arco, of whom we know nothing, may be identical with this Jacob da Riva. 


8. The privilege of the Doge Nicolo Tron, relating to the transfer in 1471 of the daughter of Cressone da 
Nuremberg to Rovereto, is recalled by R. Po-Chia Hsia, The Myth of Ritual Murder. Jews and Magic in 
Reformation Germany, New Haven (Conn.) - London, 1988, p. 44. 


9. Cfr. G. Boldi, Gli estimi della citta di Rovereto (1449, 1460, 1475, 1490, 1502), Rovereto, 1988, pp. 
XXV, 92,180, 343. Cressone, who at Rovereto lived in the Frizzi palace "under the Rock", possessed 
real property in the district. 


10. On Cressone’s banking activity, which included patrician families among his clients, such as the 
Counts of Lodron, see C. Andreolli, Una ricognizione delle comunita ebraiche nel Trentino tra XVI e 
XVII secolo , in "Materiali di lavoro", 1988, n. 1-4, pp. 157-158. On his involvement in the Riva del 
Garda affairs, see Crosina, La comunita ebraica di Riva del Garda, cit., p. 29. 


11. Cfr. Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, cit., vol. II, pp. 69-70. 


12. The reasons leading me to accept the proposed identification of Salomone Fiirstungar with Salomone 
da Camposampiero, already advanced by Daniele Nissim (La risposta di Isacco Vita Cantarini all’ 
accusa di omicidio rituale di Trento, Padova 1670-1685, in "Studi Trentini di Scienze Storiche", 
LXXIX, 2000, p. 830), are many, of considerable weight: 1) it seems implausible that a personality of 
major importance in the panorama of Ashkenazi leadership in the Veneto, like Salomone da 
Camposampiero, should be quite absent from the documentation relating to the efforts of the Jewish 
community to save the Trent defendants, in contrast to what happened with his friend and colleague 
Salomone da Piove; 2) Salomone Fiirstungar, whose name does not appear in the documentation on the 
Jews of Padua having come to light so far, is described in the trial records as a recognized leader of the 
Paduan Jews, among whom he had been living for some time, so much so as to have a perfect 
knowledge of Italian, in addition to German (which fits Salomone da Camposampiero perfectly); 3) 
Fiirstungar was able to dress "like a Christian", a privilege enjoyed only by Jewish physicians and 
bankers, including Salamone da Camposampiero. On Salomone da Camposampiero and his family, cfr. 
D. Jacoby, New Evidence on Jewish Bankers in Venice and the Venetian Terraferma (c. 1450-1550), in 
A. Toaff and Sh. Schwarzfuchs, The Mediterranean and the Jews. Banking, Finance and International 
Trade (XIII-XVIII Centuries) , Ramat Gan, 1989, pp. 160-177; D. Carpi, L ’individuo e la collettivita. 
Saggi di storia degli ebrei a Padova e nel Veneto nel!' eta del Rinascimento , Florence, 2002, pp. 61- 
110. 


13. The inn alla Rosa, "a good inn", among the most popular of Trent, was located in the district of the 
German inns beyond the northern gate of San Martino, was managed by the Bavarian family of Michael 
di Konrad and his son Michael (cfr. E. Fox, Storia delle osterie trentine , Trent, 1975, pp. 84-87; S. 
Luzzi, Stranieri in citta. Presenza tedesca e societa urbana a Trento, secoli XV-X VII, Bologna, 2003, 
pp. 229-236). 


14. Cfr. Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, cit., vol. II, pp. 73, 86. 


15. Ibidem, pp. 78-79; Po-Chia Hsia, Trent 1475, cit., pp. 98-100. 
16. Cfr. Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, cit., vol. II, pp. 79-80. 


17. Cfr. ibidem, pp. 87-90. On the interrogation and tortures to which Roper Schneider was subjected, 
see A. Esposito and D. Quaglioni, Processi contro gli ebrei di Trento, 1475-1478 . I: I processi del 
1475, Padua, 1990, pp. 38-40. 


18 cfr. Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, cit., vol. II, pp. 84-85. 


19. Cfr. [Bonelli], Dissertazione apologetica, cit., p. 148; Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, 
cit., vol. II, p. 95. 


20. Cfr. Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, cit., vol. II, pp. 81-83. 


21. "Wolfgangus interrogatus a dicto Monoculo (the one-eyed notary), illo Notario interprete D. 
Commissarii, respondit quod delato sibi juramento [...] nec ipsi, nec alii Judaei interfecerunt dictum 
puerum [...] et ideo dixit et testificatus est quia ipse Wolfgangus volebat adjuvare Judaeos si potuisset" | 
(cfr. [Bonelli], Dissertazione apologetica, cit., p. 147). 


22."(Salomon) rogabat ipsum Wolfgangum quod debebat cogitare modum aliquem, per quem posset 
ulcisci. Et cum ipse Wolfgangus respondisset quod erat contentus quod ulcisceretur, si modo posset, 
praedictus Salomon dixit sibi Wolfgango quod deberet bene advertere et diligenter considerare castrum, 
videlicet bene advertere quem modum servabat Reverendissimus Dominus in bibendo; et si aliquo modo 
idem Reverendissimus Dominus posset venenari et quod bene debeat considerare ista et in reditu 
ejusdem Salomonis postea referre sibi Salomoni. Cui Salomoni ipse Wolfgangus ita promisit 

facere" [Approximately: “(Salamone) told Wolfgang that he should think of some way to get revenge. 
And when Wolfgang told him he would be happy to get revenge, Salamone told him that he should take 
great care and study the castle carefully, and see who served His Most Reverend Lordship his drink, and 
see if there was any way that that he might be poisoned, and that he should think about this, and report 
back to Salamone later. Which Wolfgang promised to do”’] (cfr. ibidem, p. 145). In this regard, see 
Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, cit., vol. II, pp. 127-145; Po-Chia Hsia, Trent 1475, cit., pp. 
101-102. 


23. "Salomon dixit sibi Wolfgango an posset venenare Reverendissimum D. Episcopum Tridentinum, 
cui Salomoni ipse Wolfgangus respondit quod praefatus Reverendissimus Dominus faciebat sibi fieri 
magnas custodias, faciendo sibi facere credentias, et quod ipse Wolfgangus tamen tentaret et videret si 
posset illum venenare. [...] Wolfgangus cogitaverat de venenando ipsum Reverendissimum Dominum et 
alios hoc modo, quia volebat conterere dictum venenum et postea se approximare credentiae, super qua 
deferentur fercula, quae postea deferuntur in mensam Reverendissimi Domini et tentare, si illud 
venenum poterat proijcere vel in vinum vel in fercula, et hoc interim dum dicta fercula starent super 
credentieria, pincerna aut aliis ibi existentibus non advertentibus" (cfr. [Bonelli], Dissertazione 


apologetica, cit., p. 146). 


24.""Wolfgangus vidit dictum frustum veneni super disco in Cancellaria et accepit tantum de dicto 
veneno, quantum esset una avellana, et illud portavit ad dictum Salomonem, qui Salomon respondit 
quod illud non erat de bono veneno ad interficiendum et quod idem Salomon bene portaret de bono 
veneno pro interficiendo" (cfr. ibidem, p. 146). 


25. The apostolic commissioner also lamented the true and proper climate of Trent, humid and rainy, 
which is said to have reduced him to a state of infirmity for three weeks (see Battista de' Giudici, 
Apologia Iudaeorum. Invectiva contra Platinam , by D. Quaglioni, Roma, 1987, pp. 49-59). 


26. In the missive, Hinderbach stressed that "Iudei et quidam doctores qui apud Rovredum, oppidum 
nobis vicinum, sunt, ubi etiam legatus ille seu commissarius se pretextu adverse valitudinis que illum et 
suos hic invasit pridem se reduxit" (Esposito e Quaglioni, Processi, cit., vol. I, p. 17). 


27. In this regard, see Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, cit., vol. I, pp. 93-94. 
28. Cfr. ibidem, pp. 101-104; Esposito e Quaglioni, Processi, cit., vol. I, pp. 19-21. 


29. "Verum, exponitur nobis pro parte ludeorum, quod illic adhuc nonnulli pueri et femine, de quorum 
innocentia nullum dubium esse dicitur, detineantur infirmi, non absque vite, propter infirmitatem 
huiusmodi, periculo, carcerati. Hortamur in Domino fraternitatem tuam, ut, si carcerati predicti circa 
eiusdem pegni negocium culpa carent, eosdem relaxare, et operam suam etiam apud ducem ipsum, si 
necessarium fuerit, in hoc efficaciter impartiri velit, ut pro iustitie debito relaxentur" (cfr. Sh. 
Simonsohn, The Apostolic See and the Jews. III: Documents, 1464-1521, Toronto, 1990, p. 1232). See 
also W.P. Eckert, Aus den Akten des Trienter Judenprozesses, in P. Wilpert, Judentum im Mittelalter , 
Berlin, 1966, p. 300. 


30. Cfr. Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, cit., vol. II, pp. 112 -113, n. 6. 


31. The lawyer, Raimondi, hastened to write to Hinderbach a few days later, on 12 October 1475, 
informing him of Salomone Firstungar’s report during the meeting. "Nonnulli Judeorum hic 
commorantium, oblato non parvo pondere auri, patrocinium meum habere quaesierunt et dietim sedulo 
aureos tres pollicebantur, subjungentes quod apud Summum Pontificem favores plurimos Praelatorum 
consequebantur et Delegatum Apostolicum impetrasse magna exposita pecunia. Haec et alia verba, quae 
mihi somnia videbantur, percepi a Salomone, hic commorante". The letter was published by Bonelli 
(Dissertazione apologetica, cit., p. 145) and is reproduced by Divina (Storia del beato Simone da 
Trento , cit., vol. II, p. 105). 


32. In this regard, see Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, cit., vol. II, pp. 114-117; Po-Chia 
Hsia, Trent 1475, cit., pp. 99-100. 


33. On the 1488 trial of Samuele, a resident of Castelnoveto, and the other German Jews living in the 
Duchy of Milan, see Simonsohn, The Jews in the Duchy of Milan, cit., vol. II, p. 897; A. Antoniazzi 
Villa, Un processo contro gli ebrei nella Milano del 1488, Milan, 1986, pp. 107-108. 


34. Cfr. Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, cit., vol. II, pp. 116-117. 
35. Cfr. ibidem, p. 135. 
36. Cfr. ibidem, pp. 57-60. 


37. "Quod ipse Wolfgangus tenet et firmiter credit quod sit bene factum interficere pueros christianos et 
comedere et bibere sanguinem [...] et quod si ipse Wolfgangus posset habere de sanguine pueri christiani 
in festo Paschae ipsorum Judaeorum, etiam de illo biberet et comederet, dummodo posset illum secrete 
comedere et bibere; et quod, licet sit baptizatus, tamen intendit et in animo suo statuit velle mori ut realis 
Judaeus, et ipse Wolfgangus fecit se baptizare, quia vidit se captum et dubitavit ne condamnaretur ad 
mortem, credens se illam evadere, ut evasit [...] et ipse Wolfgangus nihil credit de his quae fides 
Christiana tenet et observat et quod tenet pro firmo quod fides Judaeorum sit justa et 

sancta" [Approximately: “That Wolfgang held and firmly believed that it was a good thing to kill 
Christian boys and eat and drink their blood [...] and that if he could obtain the blood of Christian boys 
during the Jewish Passover feast, he would eat and drink of it, as long as he could eat and drink of it in 
secrecy; and that it was lawful to be baptized, but that he intended and wished in his soul to die a real 
Jew, and that he had himself baptized because he saw he had gotten caught and was afraid he’d be 
condemned to death, and thinking he could get off, which he did [...] and that he didn’t believe there 
was any truth in the Christian faith and that he firmly held that the faith of the Jews was holy and just.”’] 
(cfr. [Bonelli], Dissertazione apologetica, cit., pp. 147-148). 


38. In this regard, see Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento, cit., vol. II, p. 110. Battista de’ Giudici 
is said to have been later accused of having delivered the children to the Jews of Rovereto instead of 
having them baptized ("in quantum tradidit sanguinem innocentem perfidis Iudeis, videlicet infantes 
illos, qui modo essent Christiani, quorum animae plus valerent quam totus mundus"). Vedi [Bonelli], 
Dissertazione apologetica , cit., p. 132. 


39. The ritual decisions of the well-known rabbi Israel Isserlein da Wiener Neustadt refer to a 
compromise relating to the sharing of the inheritance of Angelo da Verona (who here appears under the 
name of Engel mi-Trient) among the orphan children, in a dispute before a rabbinical tribunal, the 
judges of which were from Treviso, Verona and Padua (Israel Isserlein, Pesaqim w-ketavim, Firth, 
1738, c. 17b, par. 102-103). Since Isserlein died in around 1460, it is not possible that the response, 
obviously linked to a situation later than 1475, can be attributable to him; the response was probably 
erroneously included among his writings. In this regard, see I.J. Yuval, Scholars in Their Time. The 
Religious Leadership of German Jewry in the Late Middle Ages , Jerusalem, 1984, p. 261. In August of 
1498, the brothers, Mose and Salomone, Angelo’s sons, appointed as their procurator Manuele da 
Rovigo to recover the loans forming part of their father’s inheritance (cfr. Simonsohn, The Jews in the 


Duchy of Milan, cit., vol. IV, pp. 2847-2848). It should be noted that Mosé, son of the late Angelo da 
Verona, was still alive and presumably rather old by the mid-Sixteenth century. He lived at Cremona 
(cfr. Simonsohn, The Jews in the Duchy of Milan, cit., vol. II, pp. 1335, 1357). 


40. On the conversion of the women detained at Trent, see, in particular, [Bonelli], Dissertazione 
apologetica, cit., pp. 158-160; Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento , cit., vol. II, pp. 204-206. 


41. "Preterea volumus, et eadem tibi auctoritate iniungimus, quod omnem adhibeas diligentiam, ut 
infantes Iudeorum damnatorum filii, eorum baptizatis matribus, una cum dotibus matrum eorundem, 
apud quoscumque reperiantur deposite, omnino restituantur; contradictores quoslibet et rebelles per 
censuram ecclesiasticam, et alia iuris remedia compescendo" (cfr. Simonsohn, The Apostolic See and the 
Jews, cit., pp. 1246-1247). In this regard, see also Eckert, Trienter Judenprozesses, cit., p. 300. My text 
includes Divina’s translation of the passage from the Papal bull, Divina (Storia del beato Simone da 
Trento, cit., vol. II, p. 212). 


42 "(Comparuit) Joannes Neophytus, alias Salmon in Judaismo denominatus, genua sua humiliter et 
devote flectens, et manus suas versus eandem capsam, in qua corpus praefati Beati Simonis et Martyris 
conservatur, tendens [...] in signum contritionis ac votorum suorum Omnipotenti Deo ac Beato 
Simoni" [“Johann the convert, alias Salamon, his Jewish name, humbly and devoutly (appeared) on 
bended knee, with his hands extended towards the vault in which the body of the Holy Saint Simon is 
kept, as a sign of contrition and prayer to the Omnipotent God and Saint Simon’’] (cfr. [Bonelli], 
Dissertazione apologetica, cit., pp. 159-160). See also Divina, Storia del beato Simone da Trento , cit., 
vol. II, p. 60. 
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DOCUMENTARY APPENDIX 
1. Venice 

1452, 28 February 

1452, 1 March 


The physician Abbe de Mosé del Medigo di Candia, imprisoned in the Carceri Nuove of Venice 
under the accusation of having crucified lambs at Passover, in comtempt of the Christian religion, 
is accused together with the money lender Bonomo da Mestre of having attempted to bribe 
Antonio Priuli, "district mayor in the Levant" of Venice. The Avogaria di Comun condemns 
Bonomo and acquits Abba del Medigo. 


ASV, Avogaria di Comun, Raspe, 3650 (I), cc. 28r-29r. 


Die XXVIII februarii. Bonomus ebreus filius Moisi contra quem processum fuit per dominos 
advocatores comunis et offitium suum in eo, de eo et pro eo quod dum ipse Bonomus alquotiens iret 
visitatum Abbam ebreum carceratum in carcere novo ad requisitionem dominorum auditorum novorum 
sententiarum veluti sindicorum levantis et quandoque intercessisset nominem dicti Abbe cum viro nobili 
ser Antonio de Priolis, uno dictorum auditorum in ipso casu, ausu temerario et non propendens quantum 
hoc redundabat in infamiam et dedens nobilium huius rei publice, dixit ipsi Abbe falso et contra veritate 
quod vir nobilis ser Antonius predictus rogabat ipsum Abbam ut sibi mutuo daret ducatos quinquaginta 
ex quo ipse Abbas, repertis ipsis denariis, etiam ipse mutuo eos dedit ipsi Bonomo ebreo, credens ut 
ipsos mutuo daret ipsi ser Antonio de Priolis, qui Bonomus ipsos denarios pro se retinuit. Cumque post 
aliquos menses ipse Abba vellet denarios suos et hoc diceret ipsi ser Antonio de Priolis, ipse ser 
Antonius turbatus ex hac gulositate, predictum manifestavit dominis advocatoribus comunis ut de 
omnibus et predictis latius patet per processus camere; ductus et placitatus fuit ipse Bonomus in Consilio 
de XL, in quo posita fuit pars si videtur vobis per ea que dicta sunt quod procedatur contra Bonomum 
ebreum filium Moisi qui, postposito omni timore Dei et domini nostri, accepit ab Abba ebreo carcerato 
ducatos .L. pro subornando virum nobilem ser Antonium de Priolis sindicum levantis et eos pro se 
retinuit ut est dictum. 


Datis atque receptis in ipso consilio ballotis XX XIII fuerunt: non sinceris -10-, de non -1- et de parte - 
22-. Capto ergo de procedendo, positis diversis partibus, captum fuit quod ipse Bonomus stare debeat 
uno anno in carceribus et solvat ducatos centum auri et quod sit bannitus per quinque annos de Venetiis 
et districtu, et si in dicto tempore se permiserit reperiri quod stare debeat uno anno in carceribus et solvat 
ducatos ducentos auri et iterum banniatur et totiens quotiens se permiserit reperiri; et quod de predictis 


vel aliquo predictorum non possit sibi fieri gratia, donum, remissio, revocatio vel aliqua declaratio nisi 
per sex consiliarios tria capita de XL, XL, de XL et quatuor partes Maioris Consilii, nec possit poni de 
faciendo aliter sub pena contenta in parte nova contrabandorum. 


Die primo martii. Abba ebreus carceratus absolutus, sed tamen contra quem processum fuit per dominos 
advocatores comunis et offitium suum et pro eo quod, dum esset carceratus, ad istantiam virorum 
nobilium ser Antonii Grandonico et ser Antonii de Priolis auditorum et sindicorum levantis, et Bonomus 
ebreus filius Moisi, qui ipsum quandoque visitabat in carceribus, falso et contra scientiam ipsius ser 
Antonii sibi dixisset quod prefatus ser Antonius de Priolis rogabat ipsum Abba ut ei mutuaret ducatos 
quinquaginta; ipse Abbas potius pro subornando quem ad aliud finem dedit ipsi Bonomo ducatos .L., 
credens quod ipse Bonomus eos daret ipsi ser Antonio, sed ipse eos retinuit pro se, ut latius patet per 
processus camere ductus et placitatus fuit in Consilio de XL in quo sub die XXVIII februarii proxime 
elapsi primo posita fuit pars si videtur vobis pro ea que dicta et lecta sunt quod procedatur contra Abbam 
ebreum, carceratum ad instantiam sindicorum levantis, qui postposito omni timore dominii nostri dedit 
Bonomo ebreo ducatos .L. auri ut eos daret pro subornatione viro nobili ser Antonio de Priolis sindico ut 
est dictum. 


Datis atque receptis in ipso Consilio ballotis XX XIII fuerunt: non sinceris -11-8-, de non -12-16- et de 
parte -9-9- et quomodo nil captum fuit. Secondario, sub die primo instantis, posita dicta parte in dicto 
Consilio et datis atque receptis in ipso Consilio ballotis XX XII fuerunt: non sinceris -11-8-, de parte -5- 
5- et de non -16-19- et sic captum fuit de non et remansit absolutus. 


2. Venice 
1452, 30 October 


Abba del Medigo di Candia, tried on a charge of having crucified lambs at Passover, in contempt 
of the Christian religion, incarcerated at Venice, is accused of having committed blasphemous acts 
in his cell against the faith in Christ. Abba is condemned. 


Asv, Avogaria di Comun, Raspe, 3650 (I), c. 49rv. 


Die XXX octobris MCCCCLII, indictione prima. Abba Moisis del Medigo ebreus, contra quem 
processum fuit per dominos advocatores comunis et offitium suum in eo et pro eo quod, dum esser 
carceratus per sindicos levantis inculpatus de crucifixione agni, parvipendens Dominum nostrum et 
spiritu diabolico ductus, quodam die accepta zangula de loco suo eam in vilipendium crucifixi posuit sub 
ymagine Jesu Christi crucifixi dumque carcerati redarguerentur eum cepit dicere quod domina nostra 
virgo Maria fuerat incantatrix et docuerat Jesum talia facere et quod habuerat tres viros et alios filios, 
diridendo de miraculis virginis predicte, ut latius patet per processus camere. Ductus et placitatus fuit in 
Consilio de XL in quo posita fuit pars si videtur vobis per ea que dicta et lecta sunt quod procedatur 
contra Abbam ebreum Moisis de Cretta qui existens carceratus propter fidem, ductus spiritu diabolico in 
maximam ignominiam fidei catolice multa turpissima verba dixit contra virginem Mariam et Jesum 


Christum, accipiendo zangulam et eam ponendo ante crucifixum ut est dictum. 


Datis atque receptis in ipso Consilio ballotis XX VIII fuerunt: non sinceris -11-, de non -2- et de parte - 
15-. Capto itaque de procedendo, positis diversis partibus, captum fuit quod iste Abbas stare debeat uno 
anno in carceribus et solvat libras mille advocatoribus comunis. 


3. Venice 
1454, 7 June 


Abba di Mose del Medigo and other Jews from Candia are accused of having crucified a lamb on 
Passover 1451, as they were accustomed to do every year, in contempt for Jesus and the Christian 
religion. Abba and the other accused, arrested and transferred to the prisons of Venice, are tried 

before the Maggior Consiglio. 


Asv, Avogaria di Comun, Raspe, 3650 (Il), cc. 9v-lOr. 


Die septimo junii MCCCCLIII, indictione II. Abas quondam Moisi ebreis absolutus sed tamen contra 
quem processum fuit per dominos advocatores comunis et offitium suum in eo et pro eo quod dum alias 
viri nobiles ser Laurentius Honoradi et ser Antonius Gradonico olim sindici ad partes levantis se 
reperissent in civitate Candide et ad eorum aures, ex fama publica, pervenisset quod ebrei ibidem 
commorantes in vi[309]lipendium catolice fidei christiane omni anno crucifigebant unum agnum in 
sanctissimo die veneris sancti, ipsi sindici super fama publica examinaverunt multos testes. Postea, post 
recessum suum per regimen Crette, fuit examinata Marina Vergi, olim ebrea et effecta tunc christiana, 
ex qua testificatione inter alios nominatus fuit ipse Abbas in propria domo quadam nocte crucifigisse 
unum agnum in ignominia Jesu Christi, ex quibus scripturis ipse Abbas et ceteri nominati in infrascripta 
testificatione fuerunt per sindicos placitati, collegiati et introducti ad Maius Consilius et in tertio consilio 
absoluti. Cumque ex postea dictum consilium absolutionis fuisset incisum propter placitare advocatores, 
ut patet in libro processum, modo condemnatione facta contra virum nobilem Hieronymum Lambardo et 
spectabilis vir dominus Nicolaus Bernardo tunc advocator comunis intromisisset ipsum Abbatem et 
successive dominus Antonius Diedo honorabilis advocator intrasset secum in oppinione una cum viris 
nobilibus ser Thadeo Justiniano, ser Antonio Gradonico et Candiano [Bolani] auditoribus et in hac parte 
sindicis accesserunt ad Consilium Maius et iterum introducentes solum ipsum Abbatem primo sub die 
XXI maii proxime preteriti posuerunt partem tenoris infrascripti: verum si videtur vobis per ea que dicta 
et lecta sunt quod procedatur contra Abbatem quondam Moisi del Medigo ebreum qui, postposito omni 
timore huius christianissime rei publice, in maximum opproprium fidei catolicae ausus fuit, una cum 
aliquibus aliis perfidis ebreis, in civitate nostra Candide in die veneris sancti renovare misteria passionis 
domini nostri Jesu Christi et crucifixerunt unum agnum, quod etiam ipse Abbas in domo sua fecit ut est 
dictum. 


Datis atque receptis in ipso consilio ballotis -307- quia ipsum consilium poterat in presenti casu esse in 


ordine cum ballotis -300-, vigore partis capte propter hoc modo ipso consilio fuerunt: non sinceris -91- 
69-, de non -85-95- et de parte -131-142- et quomodo nihil captum fuit. 


Secundario sub die VII junii presentis introducto modo ipso consilio casu predicto et datis atque receptis 
ballotis -500- fuerunt: non sinceris 123-, de parte -123- et de non -254- et sic remansit absolutus. 


4. Venice 
1463, 29 December 


The Consiglio dei Dieci di Venezia grant the merchant David Mavrogonato di Candia, his children 
and descendants, a series of privileges for having revealed a conspiracy hatched at Venice in 1461 
to the detriment of Venice, and for having contributed to the condemnation of the defendants On 
10 February 1464, Mavrogonato asked that the privilege be extended to his business associate, the 
banker Salomone da Piove di Sacco. 
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Asv, Inquisitorato agli Ebrei, envelope 19, doc. no. 3 (copy in ASV, Inquisitorato agli Ebrei, envelope 
39). 


1463, die 29 decembris. Cum David Mavrogonato Judeus de Creta esset pro suis agendis Mercator in 
Venetiis et in Appellatione coram Auditoribus Sententiarum et unus papa Cretensis revelasset Capitibus 
el Consilio .X. certam suspitionem tradimenti et vellet esse secretus, visum fuit Capitibus Consilii .X. 
quod ipse David, qui fuerat Interpres papatis, relictis rebus suis et Appellatione sua, iret in Cretam ad 
denotandum Regi Cretae et capi faciendum nominatos et suspectos, quam rem idem David libenter fecit 
et sagaciter executus fuit omnia. 


Cumque ibi stando, pro una re habuisset quaamdam notitiam de Joanne Gavala, qui volens reincendere 
proditionem Siffi miserat Litteram et postea percusserat Joannem Milisino, pro qua causa cum ignotum 
esset quis scripserat illam Litteram et quis percusserat, per Regimen Cretae publicata et per istud 
Consilium .X. confirmata fuit talea danda yppr tria statim et .V. singulo Anno et participatio officiorum 
et beneficiorum cum Descendentibus et tres bannitos, sicut constat per Litteras Regis Cretae. Ipse David 
die 12 Mensis Octobris dedit notitiam Regi Cretae de hac re, cumque Regimen non ita cito ad 
inquirendum et procedendum attendisset, die 18 Mensis Novembris Regimen Rethimi inquisivit et 
processit, et captum Gavala mori fecit, nullo dato praemio denunciatori nec ibi, nec hic, quam de Mensis 
Octobris conscientia et accusatio ipsius facta fuerat Regi Cretae.Cumque praedictus David, nunc 
reversus ad Capita, exposuisset incomoda sua cum eundo, stando et redeundo de Mandato Capitum .X. 
passus fuit et publicum odium, quod ipse in tota insula tam per Christianos quam per Judeos acquisisset, 
cum jam digito mostraretur ab omnibus, tam pro prima causa quam pro ista secunda, nec petat propter 
hoc praemium Taleae, sed solum gratiam Dominij et infrascriptas petitionem et justum sit ac conveniens 
honori Nostri Dominij et exemplo aliorum quod non per charitatem sed per praemia serviunt, quod pro 


retributione fidei suae ad Dominum Nostrum et pro recognitione laborum et accusationum suarum, 
postquam non petit limitatam taleam, aliquid sibi per Nos concedatur, quod sit publicum signum 
gratitudinis. Et audito Consilio et responsione Regis Cretae super denuntia et super Judaeis Castellorum 
et etiam Nobilis Viri ser Leonis Duodo ultimi Duche Cretae. 


Vadit Pars quod, excepto Capitulo de extrahendo aliquem de Banno, dictae petitiones sibi concedantur, 
tenor quarum talis est videlicet: 


MCCCCLXIII. Ser. Ducali Dominio, suoque Excellenti Consilio supplicat et reverenter petit fidelis 
Servus suus David q. Eliae Mavrogonato, Zudio de L'isola Vestra de Crede. Cum sit, che per lui sia sta’ 
fatto e compidamente esequito tutto quello li f6 commesso per Magnifico Signor Cavi di .X. in andar in 
Candia, e poi revelado el fatto de Zan Milisino per lo qual vene in le vostre man Zuanne Gavala, el qual 
aveva taja yppr. . III. de subito e yppr. .V. all'Anno, partecipazion de officij e beneficij con suo 
Descendenti in perpetuo, e cavar tré de bando, confermada per lo Excellente Consejo de .x., de le qual 
cose faza la Vostra Clemenzia quanto li par e piase, o per la so Fameja, la qual é povera proveda a so 
piacer perché se trova in gran povertade. 


+ E sel par alla Vostra Signoria che domanda, Io supplico che per le Colte, le qual nui Zudij pagemo in 
Crede, Io David con mie Fioli e tutti Descendenti in perpetuum, ne per Zudij ne per altri mai non sia 
accresudi pit di quello al presente Io son in Estimo, zoé pp. uno all' Anno, ne altra angaria ne possa 
esser Messa mai pill ne accresuda, ma sempre siano in lo Extimo ch'io sono al presente. 


+ Item una Casetta a pepian so' de un Zudio, sotto la Casa de Sabatheo Caxani confiscada in Comun za 
longo tempo, la qual se affitta alcune fiade yypr. .8. over .X. all’ Anno, et alcuni Anni non se trova 
affittar, supplico sia concessa a mi e mie Discendenti liberamente in perpetuum. 


+ Item perche il Mangano ha de sovra una Terrazza, qual el Reggimento de Crede ogni do Anni convien 
far conzar e reparar, e spende yppr. .L. e da la in suso, Supplico me sia concessa quella Terrazza, ch'é 
solo lajere, sulla qual Io possi edificar qualche Casa, e quella Terra vacua, la qual i se daladi, della qual 
utilita alcuna non se ha, azoche per quella Io abbia la mia Entrada st. quella Terrazza, supplico me sia 
concesso passa .IIII. per larghezza e per longhezza, quanto é la Casa del dito Mangano, siando tegnudo 
tegnirlo in colmo a mie spese. 


+ Item degnasse le Vostre Magn. veder la resposta del Reggimento de Crede per lo abitar di Zudijin li 
Castelli Vostri, Castel nuovo e Castel Bonifacio, e de gratia conciederme che i predetti Zudei possa 
tornar ad abitar e star in li ditti Castelli con quelle condizion e muodi in tutto si como i stava avanti che 
de la i fosse remossi. Recordando alla Vostra Signoria che tal abitazion sara cum segurta del Vostro 
Stado, perché i ama el Stado Vostro e mostrolo cum effetto al tempo della rebellion gran da e per i sui 
privileggi el se dichiara e pruova. Item el sara cum utele della Signoria per la entrada de quelli Castelli. 


+ Item degnasse la Vostra Signoria reffarli la Lettera lui ave dalle Vostre Magn., quando per quelle el fo 
mandado in Crede, azoché el sia libero da Corsari e mala zente, e questo in vita soa. + Item se degni 
conciederli ch'el non porta segno del.O. per suo salude, e ch' el possi portare Arme cun uno appresso de 


si per segurta della sua Persona, azoché da qualche Villan over altra mala persona non li possi esser fatta 
violenzia over vergogna e mal per quello la fatto per Vui. 


+ Item li sia concesso poder cavar de Bando per puro omicidio do Persone solamente. Ex margine: 1463, 
die primo Februarij. David praedictus dixit et declaravit quod Socius suus, signi non portans et arma 
(portans), est Salomon qm. Marci [313] (de Plebesacci), cujus auxilio et consilio usus fuit in praedictis et 
omnia praedicta. 


5. Venice 
1473, 3 September 


Anselmo (Asher, Hossar) "with the beard", a German Jew of Venice, smuggler and alchemist, is 
arrested by the Avogaria di Comun for having sold two false gold bars to a Venetian artisan, 
defrauding the assayer of Rialto. 


Asv, Avogaria di Comun, Raspe, 3653 (Il), cc. 44v-45r . 


Die III septembris (1473). Anselmus iudeus a barba, contra quem processus fuit et est per antescriptos 
dominos advocatores in Consilio XL pro eo quod, ad finem defraudandi mercationis et maioris sui lucri, 
ausus est in fundo denariorum fundellorum, ubi sollitum est accipi sagium argenti, fundidit aliquantum 
limature aurri itaquod videbatur argentum ipsum tenere aurum in multis [...]ractis. Sicque cum ipsis 
fundelis accessit ad sagiatorem folee auri in Rialto, qui sagium fecit et fecit bulletinum ipsi iudeo prout 
solitum est fieri, quem postea argentum dictus Anselmus vendidit Joanni Antonio partitori in eiusdem 
danno et deceptione. Ex quo formato processu tanquam prefati domini accedentes ad Consilium XL 
posuerunt processum infrascripti tenoris: si videns vobis per ea que dicta et lecta sunt quod procedatur 
contra Anselmum iudeum pro istis duobus fundellis argenti fundatis, demonstrantibus tenere aurum et 
non tenentibus nisi in locis in quibus solit acceperi sagium per sagiatorem comunis, vinditis Joanni 
Antonio partitori ad eiusdem deceptionem et dannum maximum, ut est dictum. 


Quod datis atque receptis in ipso Consilio sub die ultimo augusti proxime ballotis XX VI fuerunt non 
sinceros -16-14-, de non -2-1-, de crocedendo -18 (recte: 8)-11-, et quomodo nil captum fuit. Fuit 
secundario in prefato Consilio per dictos advocatores sub die infrascripto III septembris posita ipsa pars, 
verum si videbitur vobis in omnibus ut supra; et datis atque receptis in ipso Consilio ballotis XX VI 
fuerunt non sinceris -10-, de non -2-, de procedendo -14-. 


Captum ibidem de procedendo et positis diversis partibus, captum fuit quod iste Anselmus compleat 
menses sex in carceribus, perpetuo privetur possendi exercere mercaturam auri et argenti grezorum 
Venetiis, sub pena ammissionis argenti et auri in quibus dere[...]ro contrafacente. Et quod istud 
argentum fraudis commisse sit ammissum quod totum sit Advocatorum comunis: ita tamenquod primo 
et ante omnia detracta infrascripti argenti satisfiat infrascripto Joanni Antonio partitori [314] pro eo quod 
habere restat, et quod postea advocatores comunis habeant pro tanta summa regressum con tra 


Anselmum supradictum, et quod non incipiat tempus carceriorum nisi prius cum integritate satisfecerit 
et restituerit denarios suos Joanni Antonio partitori descripto. Verum si casus mortis ipsius Anselmi 
occurreret aut quod de carceribus aufugerit et tot bona ipsius Anselmi non invenientur, tunc argentum 
predictum, ad manus Advocatorum perventum, obligatum sit integre satisfactioni infrascripti Joanni 
Antonio. 


6. Venice 
1472, 29 May 


A network of counterfeit money smugglers is discovered by the Venetian authorities. The 
fraudulent trade, directed at the Venice market from Ferrara, is headed by the banker 
Salamoncino da Piove di Sacco and his right-hand man, Zaccaria di Isacco. The persons 
responsible, both Jews and Christians, are arrested and sentenced to various penalties. 


ASV, Avogaria di Comun, Raspe, 3635 (II), cc. 8v-9v. 


Die XXVIII maii, MCCCCLXXII, indictione Vta. Joannes Antonius de Mediolano et Abundius de 
Cumis, contra quos et quemlibet quorum fuit et est processum per antescriptos dominos Advocatores 
comunis et officium suum in Consilio de XL, in eo et pro eo quod confessi fuerunt se pluries conduxisse 
e Ferraria Venetias multam quantitatem monetarum argenti falsarum, verum grossetos et grossones ad 
similitudinem stampe Dominii Nostri, quas monetas scienter accipiebant a fabricatoribus illarum et illas, 
renduetas Venetias, dispensabant diversis personis, a quibus habebant ad incontrum ducatos auri et 
argentum cum certa sua utilitate de tot pro centenario, ut de predictis latius patet per processum camere, 
quare ducti et placitati cum fuissent per antedictos dominos Advocatores comunis in dicto consilio sub 
die XX VII mensis maii suprascripti, in quo primo posita fuit pars huius tenoris contra Joannem 
Antonium, verum: cum Joannes Antonius de Mediolano, habitator Ferrariae, confessus fuerat se pluries 
conduxisse Venetias multam quantitatem monetarum argenti falsarum ad similitudinem stampe Dominii 
Nostri, scienter acceptam Ferrarie a fabricatoribus illarum, et illa dispensasse diversis personis, a quibus 
habuit ad incontrum ducatos auri et argentum cum sua utilitate, vadit pars quod, auctoritate huius 
consilii, idem Joannes Antonius intelligatur et sit incursus penas legis Maioris Consilii 1454 lecta huic 
Consilio, verum quod postprandium conducatur in medio duarum colunnarum, ubi ipsi abscidatur manus 
dextera ita quod ex brachio separetur et eruantur ambo oculi et solvat ducatos mille. 
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Datis igitur atque receptis in ipso Consilio ballotis XX VII fuerunt non synceris - 14-15-, quod non sit 
incursus -8-7-, quod sit incursus -5-5. 


Quocirca videntes prefati domini Advocatores intentionem Consilii sub die 29 infrascripto venerunt ad 


Consi lium predictum et relicta infrascripta prima parte qua pendebat posuerunt partem de procedendo, 
verum si videtur vobis per ea que dicta et lecta sunt quod procedatur contra Joannem Antonium de 
Mediolano, habitatorem Ferrarie, et Abundium de Cumis confessos pluries conduxisse Venetias multam 
quantitatem monetarum falsarum ad similitudinem stampe Dominii Nostri, scienter emptam et acceptam 
Ferrarie a fabricatoribus illarum, et illam dispensasse diversis personis cum sua utilitate, ut est dictum. 
Datis igitur atque receptis in ipso Consilio ballotis XX VIII fuerunt non synceris -0-, de non -0- de 
procedendo -XXVIIII-; capto itaque de procedendo et positis diversis partibus, captum fuit quod Joannes 
Antonius infrascriptus hodie postprandium hora solita conducatur in medio duarum colunnarum, ubi per 
ministrum iustitie sibi abscidatur manus dextera et eruatur unus oculus et solvat ducatos quingentos auri 
Advocatoribus, de quibus detur quartam partem accusatori, et postea banniatur de perpetuo de Venetiis 
et de omnibus terris et locis Dominii Nostri, tam a parte terre quam maris. Et si contrafecerit et captus fu 
[er]it; conducatur Venetias ubi in medio duarum colunnarum sibi eruantur alter oculus et remittatur ad 
bannum et sic publicetur. Et successive item alias fuit hec pars et capta verum quod iste Abondius hodie 
post prandium hora solita conducatur in medio duarum colunnarum, ubi per ministrum iustitie sibi 
abscidatur manus dextera et eruatur unus oculus et solvat ducatos Vc. auri Advocatoribus, de quibus 
detur quartum accusatori, et postea banniatur perpetuo de Venetiis et de omnibus terris et 10cis Dominii 
Nostri, tam a parte terre quam maris. Et si contrafecerit et captus fuerit, conducatur Venecias, ubi in 
medio duarum colunnarum sibi eruatur alter oculus et remittatur ad bannum et sic publicetur. Die II iunii 
publicata in schalis Rivoalti per Bagatinum preconem. 


Die dicto. Salamoncinus Salomonis, hebreus de Plebesacci, contra quem fuit et est processum per 
infrascriptos dominos Advocatores in eo et pro eo quod, spiritu avaritie ductus, non contentus de usuris 
quibus pe(...) et ipse insidant, scienter se inmiscuit in acceptando et dispensando de monetis falsis cum 
utilitate ducatorum .X. pro centenario, sicut ad torturam confessus est et ut de predictis latius patet per 
processum camere. Quare ductus et placitatus fuit in Consilio de XL in quo posita demum fuit pars huius 
tenoris, verum: si videtur vobis per ea que dicta et lecta sunt, quod procedatur contra Salamoncinum 
filium Salomonis, feneratoris in Plebesacci, qui post posito timore Dominii Nostri, scienter acceptavit et 
dispensavit de monetis falsis suprascriptis cum utilitate ducatorum .X. pro centenario, ut est dictum. 


Datis igitur atque receptis in ipso Consilio ballottis XX VII fuerunt non sinceris - 1-, de non -0-, de parte 
-XXVII-; capto atque de proceden[316]do et positis diversis partibus, captum fuit quod iste 
Salamoncinus (de Plebesacci) stet menses sex in carceribus clausus et solvat ducatis duomille nostro 
Arsenatui et mille Advocatoribus nostris, qui dent quartum accusatori. Et non incipiat tempus carceris 
nisi cum integritate persolverit et deinde banniatur per annos decem de Venetiis et distrietus et Padua et 
territorio paduano. Et si tempore banni contrafecerit, stet anno in carcere et solvat ducatis mille et iterum 
remittatur ad bannum et sic publicetur in schalis Rivoalti. Die II iunii publicata in schalis Rivoalti per 
Bagatinum preconem. 


Die dicto. Nicolaus Fugaconus, becharius de Veneciis, et socii, contra quos processum fuit et est per 
antescriptos dominos Advocatores communis et offitium suum in consilio XL, in eo et pro eo quod 
etiam ipse habuit commertium cum Abundio infrascripto, conductore monetarum falsarum, a quo recepit 
satis bonam quantitatem dictarum falsarum pecuniarum, cum utilitate XIII pro centenario et fuit medius 
ad faciendum quod Salamoncinus (de Plebesacci) suprascriptus haberet de dictis monetis cum 


infrascripto Zacharia etiam iudeo sumti de predictis latius pate[n]te per processum camere, quare 
conductus et placitatus fuisset per prefatos dominos Advocatores comunis in Consilio de XL; demum 
posita fuit pars huius tenoris, verum si videtur vobis per ea que dicta et lecta sunt quod procedatur contra 
Nicolaum Fugaconum, Lau rentium Paulo et Zachariam iudeum, qui spiritu avaritie ducti, scienter 
acceptaverunt cum certa utilitate monetas argenti falsas, ex Ferraria Venetias conductas, illas 
dispensando pro bonis, ut est dictum. 


Datis igitur atque receptis in ipso Consilio ballotis XX VII fuerunt non synceris - 0-, de non -0-, de 
procedendo XXVIII. Capto itaque de procedendo et positis diversis partibus, captum fuit quod iste 
Nicolaus Fugaconus compleat annum in carcere et deinde banniatur per annos octo de Venetiis et 
districtu. Et si tempore huius banni contrafecerit et captus fuerit, pene predicte sibi duplicentur et 
remittatur ad bannum suum et quod banchum becharie sibi reservetur. 


Laurentius Paulo compleat annum unum in carcere et solvat ducatos centum Advocatoribus et deinde 
banniatur per annos octo de Venetiis et districtu. Et si tempore huius banni contrafecerit et captus fuerit, 
pene predicte, tam carceris quam pecunie, sibi duplicentur et ad bannum declarando quod tempore huius 
banni possit assumi et ire pro scriba galearum nostrarum, non possendo tamen perpetuo venire intra 
confinia sub pena predicta et sic publicetur. Et sic publicata fuit die II iunii in scalis Rivoalti per 
Bagatinum preconem. 


Zacharias iudeus quondam Isahach, hospes in Venetiis, compleat annum unum in carcere et solvat 
ducatos ducentos auri, quorum centum sunt nostri Arsenatui et alii centum Advocatorum comunis, et 
non incipiat tempus carceris nisi prius solverit et deinde banniatur per annos octo de Venetiis et districtu. 
Et si tempore banni contrafecerit, pene suprascripte sibi duplicentur et sic duplicetur. 
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7. Padua 

1481, 10 May 

1485, 3 November 

As a result of the dishonest bankruptcy of the Soave lending bank owned by David Schwab, 
involving, on the highest levels, the bankers Salamoncino da Piove di Sacco and Anselmo, son of 
Salomone da Camposampiero, the factor of the Soave bank is arrested at the petition of the small 
savers, left penniless. To represent them, the “rag paper maker” Aronne di Jacob da Wil. In 1481, 
the parties to the dispute, resorted to arbitration, apparently without any satisfying results, before 


two German rabbis from Padua, Isach Ingdam and Viviano da Vacheron. 


ASP, Notarile, Luca Talmazzo, 251, c. 58r; Asp, Notarile, Ambrogio da Rudena, 779, c.460r 


1481, indictione XIV, X maii. "In comune al disco dell'Orso". 


Haron ebreus qm. Jacob, habitator in contrata Domi, parte una, Jacob qm. Salomonis de Plebe, suo 
nomine et Fais et Salamonis (= Salamoncini) fratrum, Isachetus qm. Consilii de contrata Strate, 
Enselmus,filius Salamonis de Campo Sancti Petri, nomine dicti eius patris, parte altera, super 
quibuscumque differentiis existentibus inter dictas partes, se compromiserunt in magistrum Isach 
Ingdam, hebreum habitatorem in contrata Domi, electum pro parte dicti Haron, et in magistrum 
Vivianum de Vaischoron, de contrata S. Canciani, electum per suprascriptos Jacob et socios, secundum 
morem, leges et stillum alme civitatis Veneciarum. 


[...] 
1485, indictione III, III Nov. "In comune, ad banchum ser Ambrosii de Rudena". 


Cum de anno 1484, die 4 septembris, per dominum Bernardum Maripetro, capitaneum Suapis, in 
executione litterarum dominorum supragastaldionum civitatis Veneciarum, ad instantiam Aronis hebrei 
qm. Jacob (de Wil), strazaroli de Padua, et sociorum, uti creditorum banchi Suapis, intromissa fuerint 
nonnulla bona penes gubernatores et factores dicti banchi Suapis pro summa et quantitate ducatorum 
mille quingentorum auri vel circha, que quidem bona postmodum subtracta fuerint. Propter quod, ad 
instanciam dicti Aronis et sociorum, fuerat et sit incarceratus in carceribus comunis Padue Jacob qm. 
Lazari, uti factor tunc dicti banchi Suapis, ut ita dictus Jacob fassus est. Quapropter dictus Jacob, 
intendens se a dictis carceribus liberare, sponte consignavit in soluto dicto Aroni (de Wil), acceptanti 
nomine suo et consociorum suorum, excepto Henselmo, cum quo dictus Jacob dixit esse in concordia, 
ducatos .CLV. auri existentes penes Salamonzinum hebreum de Plebe, per ipsum habitos ab Henselmo 
filio David de Suave, nomine dicti Jacob, [318] absque tamen licentia et consensu dieti Jacob, ut dixit 
dictus Jacob. Quos denarios dictus Jacob affirmavit fuisse et esse dictorum bonorum intromissorum ad 
dictum banchum Suapis. 


8. Venice 
1488, 22-23 May 


Salamoncino da Piove sends an assassin, Isaia Teutonieo, to Venince, with the job of killing 
Aronne da Wil. The latter, although seriously wounded in the head, survives. The Avogaria di 
Comun proceeds with the arrest of Salamoncino and to the condemnation of the attacker in 
absentia. 


ASV, Avogaria di Comun, Raspe, 3656 (Il), c. 72rv. 


Die XXII maii, MCCCCLXXXVIII, indictione VI. Isayas iudeus theotonicus, solitus alias esse famulus 
Salamoncini iudei de Plebesacci, absens, contra quem processum fuit et est quod antescriptos 
Advocatores et officium suum in Consilio XL [...] criminalibus deputato in et pro eo quodcum coram 


officium suum in consilio prefatorum dominorum Advocatorum comunis cum gravissima querella 
comparuisset Aron quondam Jacob, iudeus (de Wil), et exposuisset quod quodam siro circa prima, in 
secundam horam noctis, dum veniret ab hospitio iudeorum de contracta sancti Pauli et iret ad domum 
Jacob iudei generi sui, parum procul ab ipso hospitio fuerit a quodam incognito proditorie a parte 
posteriori cum uno case percussus et vulneratus una percussione de taleo supra caput, cum maxima 
effusione sanguinis et fracturam longa per unum digitum, pro quo quidem delicto petebat iustitiam 
administrari et fieri debitas provisiones, unde quod domini Advocatores, cum de malefactore aliter 
noticiam habere non possent, accedentes ad prefatum consilium XL, proposuerunt casum et tandem 
ibidem posita et capta fuit pars de talea sub die XXI aprilis proxima et consequentis publicata in schalis 
Rivoalti, cuius vertute data noticia officio prefatorum dominorum Advocatorum quod dictus Isayas 
fuerit et est ille qui tale maleficium commisit gratia et ad instantiam infrascripti Salamoncini. 


Unde formato diligenti processu seperinde domini Advocatores accesserunt ad prefatum Consilium, ubi 
posuerunt et sic captum fuit quod ipse Isayas retineretur propter ea ubicumque terrarum et locorum 
Dominii Nostri illustrissimi examinaretur, collegiaretur et cetera alliter proclamatus in schalis Rivoalti 
ad se defendendum, cum termino dierum octo gui dum non comparuisset imo in sua contumacia 
perseverasset,fuit absens placitatus in prefato Consilio per antescriptos dominos Advocatores, ita quo 
quidem posuerunt partem infrascripti tenoris: si videtur vobis per ea que dicta et lecta sunt, quod 
procedatur contra Isayam teothonieum iudeum, alias solitum esse famulum Salamoncini iudei de 
Plebesacci absentem, sed legitime citatum super schalis Rivoialti, ex eo quod, ad instantiam dicti 
Salamoncini, de mense januarii 1486, tempore noctis, percussit Aronem iudeum proditorie, una 
percussione de taleo super capite cum incisione et effusione sanguinis ac offensione ossis, ut est dictum. 


Et datis atque receptis in ipso consilio ballotis XXX, omnes fuerunt de procedendo. Capto itaque de 
procedendo et positis diversis partibus, captum fuit quod iste Isa yas sit bannitus perpetuo de Venetiis et 
districtu et de aliis terris et locis Nostri Dominii ad confinia furum. Et si quo tempore contrafecerit 
banno et captus fuerit, conducatur ad locum delicti commissi ubi sibi manus dextera amputatur et 
deinde, cum ea appensa ad collum, conducatur in medio duarum colunnarum ubi sibi caput a spatulis 
amputetur sie quod moriatur, et habeat quod illum reperit et dederit in vinis Nostri Dominii libras 
quingentas de bonis suis, si haberi potuerint, sin autem de bonis Nostri Dominii et publicetur super 
schalis Rivoalti. Die 14 maii infrascripti publicatus super schalis Rivoalti per Petrum Rubeum preconem 
in omnibus ut supra. 


Die XXIII maii infrascripti Salamoncinus quondam Salamonis iudeus de Plebesacci, contra quem 
processus fuit et est per prefatos dominos Advocatores in prefato consilio XL ex eo quod, dum data 
fuisset talia suprascripta in Consilio XL super casu infrascriptis insultis et vulneris in personam 
infrascripti Aronis, et publicata in schalis Rivoalti, dictus Salamoncinus, credens habere beneficium 
talee suprascripte, venit ad officium advocarie se ipsum manifestavit et quomodo ipse erat in societate 
eiusdem Isaie suprascripti ut quod, eius Salamoncini causa motus, ipsum taliter vulneravatur sed huius 
am[...] verum causam fuisse quia sepius et continue fuerat molestatus Salamoncinus ipse in litibus ab 
ipso Arone, sicut per eius manifestationem in processu apparet, verum prefati domini Advocatores, 
considerantes formam et tenorem talee superinde date, inter cetera continentis quod, si cum percussore 
fuissent plures uno ad committendum dictum excessum, si unus eorum accusabit ipsum percussorem et 


auctorem dicte percussionis si quis fuit Advocatoribus comunis sicque per comunis accusam habeatur 
veritas, habeat taleam pecuniarum et esset absolutus ab omni pena in quam prope hoc posset incurrere ut 
in ea ligitur, non habentes nec tenentes prope hoc Salamoncinum ipsum, cum fuerit auctorem dicti 
delicti, posse gaudere vel habere beneficium talee, quandoquidem ex verbis [...] exctradatur auctor ipse a 
tali beneficio, accesserunt ad Consilium prefatum de XL ubi posuerunt et sic captum fuit quod ipse 
Salamoncinus, iam propter ea retentus, bene retentus remaneat ad petitionem Advocatorum comunis et 
pro clariori rei successus informatione et veritate iterum de plano examinetur, collegietur res sicque 
iterum examinatus, formato diligenti processu, patefactis omnibus fuit collegiatus et tandem [320] 
ductus et placitatus in eodem Consilio per prefatos dominos Advocatores, presens sese defendendo cum 
advocatoribus suis, in quo quidem tandem posita fuit pars tenoris infrascripti: si videtur vobis per ea que 
dicta et lecta sunt quod procedatur contra Salamoncinum quondam Salamonis de Plebesacci iudeum, qui 
fuit mandator et autor dicte percussionis ut est dictum. 


Et datis atque receptis heri in primo consilio ballotis XXX fuerunt non sinceris -8- 6-, de non -7-9-, de 
procedendo -15-15-, et quomodo nil captum fuit. Secundario hodie in ipso consilio per eosdem dominos 
Advocatores in ipso Consilio posita ipsa pars, verum si videtur vobis per ea que dicta et lecta sunt, quod 
procedatur contra Salamoncinum et cetera in omnibus, ut supra. Et datis atque receptis in ipso consilio 
ballottis XX XIII fuerunt non synceris -11-5-, de non -7-10-, de procedendo -16-19-. Capto itaque de 
procedendo et positis diversis partibus, captum fuit quod iste Salamoncinus complere debeat menses sex 
in carceribus clausus, solvat ducatos ducenti auri, quorum centum sint hospitali Pietati, alii vero centum 
sint Advocatoribus comunis, sit postea bannitus per annos quatuor. Et si quo tempore contrafecerit 
banno et captus fuerit, stet per annum in carceribus clausus et solvat alios ducatos ducentos auri, quorum 
centum sint ipsorum Advocatorum comunis et alii centum dentur capienti illum, et hoc tociens 
obprovetur quotiens contrafecerit. Et publicatur super schalis Rivoalti. Die 14 maii 1488 publicata super 
schalis Rivoalti per Petrum Rubeum preconem in omnibus ut supra. 


9. Pavia 
5236 (= 1476), March 


The banker Manno di Aberlino (Mendele b. Abraham) of Pavia sends a message in Hebrew to the 
physician Omobono (Simcha Bunim Sal) of Venice, pharmacist at San Cassiano. Charged with 
delivering the missive to the addressee is the priest, Paolo da Novara, amanuensis in the Trent 
trials, on the order of Giovanni Hinderbach, later accused of being in the pay of the Jews of the 
Duchy of Milan with the job of poisoning the Trent bishop. In the letter, Manno recommends that 
Omobono reassure his Christian creditor, a certain Tommaso, probably from Venice, who is 
demanding the payment of 42 ducats. The Pavian banker undertakes to transfer the sum without 
delay, as agreed. Manno warns Omobono to pay attention to what the courier of the letter, i.e., 
Paolo da Novara, has to communicate to him, so as to be able to take what may appear to him to 
be the most suitable decisions at a later time. 


p. 321] 


AST, Archivio Principesco Vescovile, s.1., 69, 68. 
Rivolga Dio il suo volto verso di te e ponga su di te la pace. 


Al dotto, operoso e caro parente, l'esperto medico Simcha (Omobono) Sal, che Dio conservi in vita. 


Ho ricevuto un messaggio scritto dal nostro amico messer Tommaso, che mi chiede 42 ducati perché é 
venuto il momento di pagarglieli. E cosi intendo fare, inviandoglieli con una persona di fiducia, come é 
giusto. Comunicagli la cosa a nome mio, assicurandolo che manterro appieno le mie promesse. 


Se il latore di questa lettera ti parlera, prestagli ascolto e poi decidi secondo la tua intelligenza. Stammi 
in pace, secondo i tuoi desideri ed i desideri del tuo parente e umile servitore Manno. 


Venezia. 
Al sapiente e alacre medico, il magnifico messer Si. [Signore] 


Bunim (Omobono) Gerta Sal, che Dio conservi in vita. 


REVISION DATE SEPT. 14, 2007 
ROSH HOSHANA, NIGHTFALL (5768) 


Revised by the original translators, Feb. 2011 
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